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PEEFACE  TO  FOURTH  EDmOSr. 


More  than  a  dozen  years  have  elapsed  since  the  issue  of  the 
third  edition  of  Estee's  Pleading,  Practice,  and  Forms.  During 
that  period  of  time  Codes  of  Procedure  in  the  aeverai  states 
have  undergone  many  material  alterations  by  way  of  amend- 
ments, and  a  vast  number  of  judicial  decisions  have  accumulated 
upon  the  subject  of  Code  pleading  and  practice.  And  more 
especially  is  this  true  as  regards  the  Pacific  states  and  territories. 
In  the  preparation  of  the  present  edition  of  this  standard  work, 
resort  has  been  had  to  the  decisions  of  the  highest  courts  of  the 
Pacific  coast  states  in  connection  with  the  latest  Code  amend- 
ments, and  an  effort  has  been  made  to  include  everything  that 
would  add  to  the  value  and  usefulness  of  the  work.  Leading 
decisions  of  the  highest  courts  of  other  Code  states  have  also 
been  fully  given  in  order  to  present  a  complete  view  of  Code 
pleading  and  practice  in  the  light  of  the  latest  judicial  utter- 
ances. The  plan  of  the  third  or  preceding  edition  has  not  been 
materially  changed.  New  matter  has  been  added  in  the  way 
of  additional  sections,  or  in  extended  notes  to  the  text.  The 
text  itself  has  not  been  changed  except  when  necessary  .by 
changes  made  in  the  law.  The  forms  have. been  revised  in  ac- 
cord with  the  latest  enactments  and  decisions.  Where  cases 
cited  are  re-reported  in  American  Decisions,  American  Reports, 
or  American  State  Reports,  double  references  are  given.  The 
additional  matter  has  neoessitated  the  making  of  a  new  index 
to  the  whole  work. 

a  T.  B. 

San  Pbancisco,  September  1,  1897. 
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PREFACE  TO  THIRD  EDITION. 


In  the  preparation  of  the  third  edition  of  this  standard  work^ 
while  the  general  plan  of  the  two  former  editions  has  been  mainly 
followed,  certain  changes  have  been  made  in  arrangement  of 
the  several  subject-matters  discussed,  wheneyer  a  change  seemed 
desirable.  An  effort  has  also  been  made  to  enlarge  the  original 
scope  of  the  work,  and  enhance  its  usefulness,  by  incorporating 
in  it  a  large  number  of  new  forms,  adapted  to  the  needs  of  the 
profession  in  all  the  Code  states  and  territories.  The  forms  so 
added  have  been  carefully  prepared,  and  have  uniformly  been 
spproyed  by  the  appellate  courts.  Wheneyer  necessary  the 
forms  contained  in  the  previous  editions  have  been  revised  so  as 
to  harmonize  with  the  most  recent  decisions.  Many  new  and 
recent  authorities  have  also  been  examined  and  cited,  from  all 
the  states  which  have  adopted  the  reform  procedure;  and  when- 
ever a  change  has  been  made  in  the  rules  and  doctrines  con- 
tained in  the  previous  editions,  either  by  judicial  decision  or 
legislative  enactment,  the  same  has  been  noted,  and  the  text 
modified  accordingly.  AH  the  citations  have  been  carefully 
compared  and  verified  by  reference  to  the  original  reports,  and 
it  is  confidently  hoped  that  they  will  be  found  substantially 
correct.  The  citations  have  been  placed  in  notes  at  the  bottom 
of  the  pages,  and  not  embodied  in  the  text  as  in  previous 
editions. 

C.  P.  POMEEOT. 

San  Fbakcisgo,  October,  1884. 


PREFACE  TO  SECOND  EDITION. 


The  preface  to  the  original  work  states  all  that  need  be  said  as 
to  its  plan  and  scope.  The  great  favor  the  work  has  met  with 
from  the  prof ession,  as  well  afi  its  intrinsic  merits,  which  are 
apparent  without  reference  to  its  popularity^  prohibited  any 
change  in  its  plan  in  this  revisioi). 

Considerable  new  matter  has  been  introduced,  especially  in 
those  parts  relating  to  parties,  and  to  pleadings  in  general;  while 
new  notes  and  new  citations  of  authorities  have  been  added 
throughout  the  work  wherever  it  seemed  necessary  or  desirable. 

The  original  citations  have  also  been  carefully  examined,  and 
the  errors  incident  to  a  new  work  corrected.  It  is  impracti- 
cable, in  a  work  of  this  character,  to  give  a  statement  of  the  point 
decided  in  each  case  referred  to;  but  it  is  believed  that  each 
citation  will  be  found  to  sustain  directly,  or  illustrate,  the  point 
or  subject  to  which  it  is  cited. 

The  forms  have  also  been  carefully  examined  and,  so  far  as 
necessary,  corrected;  and  in  the  second  and  third  volumes  will 
be  found  many  forms  not  contained  in  the  original  work. 

At  the  time  the  original  work  was  written,  the  Practice  Act 
was  in  force  in  California  —  since  that  time  the  Civil  Code  and 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  have  been  adopted.  So  far  as 
these  Codes  have  changed  the  law  or  practice  in  that  staie  upon 
subjects  treated  of,  such  changes  have  been  stated,  or  reference 
made  thereto;  and  wherever  a  Code  is  cited  without  giving  the 
name  of  the  state,  the  Codes  of  California  are  intended. 

While  the  Code  of  each  state  having  one  differs  in  many 
particulars  from  that  of  every  other,  yet  it  will  be  found  that  all 
are  based  upon  common  principles,  and  practitioners  in  other 
states  will  readily  adapt  this  work  to  the  peculiarities  of  their 
own  Code;  and  in  states  not  having  a  Code,  the  profession  will 
find  it  of  great  value,  not  only  because  of  its  numerous  citations 
upon  all  leading  subjects,  but  because  it  has  now  become  neces- 


vlii  PBEFACE  TO  SECOKD  EDITION. 

flary  for  common-law  praxatitioners  to  become  f axniliar  with  Code 
pleading  and  practice. 

In  a  work  covering  so  many  branches  of  the  law,  absolute  free- 
dom from  errors  should  not  be  expected;  but  it  is  hoped  and 
believed  that  its  utility  to  the  general  practitioner  will  more 
than  atone  for  its  errors. 

•San  FnANOisoo^  July  1,  1878. 
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PREFACE  TO  FIRST  EDIHOK. 


In  the  preparation  of  this  work  my  object  has  been  to  pre- 
sent to  the  profession  the  chief  requisition  of  good  pleading, 
with  forms  adapted  to  the  modem  practice^  accompanied  by 
numerooB  authorities  sustaining  them. 

With  this  object  in  yiew,  I  have  commenced  at  the  first 
inquiry  made  by  the  practitioner^  in  bringing  or  defending  an 
action,  and  have  advanced  with  him  step  by  step  in  the  prose- 
cution or  defense  of  the  same;  giving,  as  far  as  possible  -within 
the  scope  of  this  work,  the  law  relative  to  the  pleadings  and 
practice,  with  the  forms  necessary  for  use,  to  the  final  disposi- 
tion of  the  cause. 

Although  the  forms  given  are  specially  adapted  to  the  prac- 
tice in  California,  Nevada  and  Oregon,  and  the  territories  on 
the  Pacific  slope,  yet,  with  rare  exceptions,  they  are  equally 
applicable  in  New  York  and  nearly  all  of  the  other  states  of 
the  Union. 

The  notes  under  the  forms  have  been  arranged  alphabetically, 
with  side  heads  to  each,  which  will  be  found  to  be  an  index  to 
their  contents,  and  a  majority  if  not  all  of  the  recent  decisions, 
not  only  of  the  Supreme  Courts  of  the  Pacific  states,  but  of  the 
various  courts  of  the  other  states  of  the  Union,  and  of  England, 
have  been  consulted,  and  brief  extracts  or  references  to  them 
appear  under  the  appropriate  headings. 

The  general  principles  discussed  in  the  first  part  of  this  work, 
as  well  as  the  general  propositions  at  the  commencement  of  the 
leading  subjects.  Complaints,  Summons,  Change  of  Place  of 
Trial,  Demurrer,  Answer,  Notices,  Motions,  Statement,  New 
Trial,  Appeal,  etc.,  will,  it  is  believed,  be  a  guide  and  assistance 
at  each  sfage  of  the  proceedings. 

The  forms  have  been  carefully  prepared,  and  in  general  will 
he  found  correct    Many  of  them  have  been  tested  by  the  courts 
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of  last  resort^  and  their  correctnesa  sustained,  as  will  be  seen 
by  reference  to  the  authorities  under  each. 

In  submitting* this  book  to  the  profession  I  am  not  uncon- 
scious of  the  necessity  of  bespeaking  for  it  a  just^  if  not  a 
charitable  criticism;  and  I  trust  that  its  imperfections,  which 
are  doubtless  many^  will  not  seriously  impair  its  usefulness. 

M«  M.  £• 
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82.  I  220.  By  an  officer  of  the  state. 

93.  I  228.  Title  and  commencement. 

94.  I  290.  By  one  suing  for  himself  and  others. 
25.  I  291.  Gonclusl(»  of  complaint. 

90.    I  233.    Form  of  complaint  complete.- 

97.  1.234.    Clerk's  certificate  to  copy  of  comj^aint. 

98.  I  235.    Amended   complaint  >-.Oommencement. 

90.    I  236b    Defendant's    pleadings  —  Commencement    of    de- 
murrer. 

40.  I  238.    Answer. 

41.  I  246l    Commencement    by    defendant   sued    by    wrong 

name. 

42.  I  247.  By  an  infant. 

43.  I  248.  By  an  insane  person. 

44.  I  249.  By  husband  and  wife. 

45.  I  250.  Separate  ajiswer  of  defendant. 

46.  I  251.  Petitions  — To  the  court 

47.  I  252.  Petition  to  a  judge. 

48.  I  253.  O&ption     in     probate    proceedings— Decedent's 

estate. 

40.  I  254.  Minor's  estate. 

50.  I  255.  Insane  person's  estate. 

51.  I  256.  Caption  in  inscrivency  proceedings. 

52.  I  257.  Caption  on  habeas  corpus* 

53.  I  258.  Caption  on  disbarment  of  attorney. 

54.  I  250.  Caption  of  papers  used  in  other  courts. 
55u  I  260.  Caption  for  justices'  courts. 

66.    I  261.    Order  of  court  in  an  action. 
57.    I  262.    Caption,   commencement  and  conclOBion  of 

davits. 
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PormSa   i  275.   Oertlllcate  of  cleric  to  affidavit 

69.    i  270.    Jurat  wben  deponent  is  blind  or  iUIteralAi 
60.    i  277.   Jurat  when  deponent  is  a  for^gner. 

CHAPTER  m. 

VBRIFIOATION  OP  PLBADINGa 

I  278.  Provisions  of  codes. 

li  279-288.  Construction  of  statute. 

Form  61.    f  284.  Verification  by  sole'  plaintiff  or  defendant; 

62.  S  285.  On  information  and  belief. 

63.  S  287.  By  one  of  several  plaintiffs  or  defendanti. 

64.  f  289.  By  two  parties,  severally. 

65.  S  290.  By  officer  of  corporation. 

66.  f  298.  By  attorney  or  agent  knowing  facta 

67.  S  286.  By  agent  when  party  is  absent. 

68.  f  800.  When  absent  plaintiff  is  corporatloa. 

69.  S  301.  Verification  of  petition. 


PART  THIRD. 

m 

PLEADINGS  OF  PLAINTIFF. 


CHAPTER.  I. 

COMPLAINTS  IN  GBNBRAL. 

I  903.    First  subdivision  of  complaint 
li  80&-810.    Character  and  capacity  averred. 

i  306.    Action  by  agent. 

i  307.    Action  by  assignee. 

i  808.    Action  by  company  or  partnerBhlpu 

i  809.    Action  by  corporation. 

i  310.    Permission  to  sue. 
II  311-831.    Second     subdivision  —  Statement    of     camt    of 

action. 

I  312.    What  facts  must  be  stated. 

I  313.   Allegations  on  information  and  b^ef. 

S  314.    Joinder  of  causes  of  action. 

I  814a.  Separate  statement  of  cause  of  action. 
If  816, 315a.  Causes  of  action  which  can  not  be  Jollied. 

f  316.    Splitting  demaifds. 

f  317.    Actions  for  debt. 

f  318.    On  contract,  for  breach  of. 

i  319.    Pleading  contract. 

I  319a.  Assumpsit  —  Common  counts. 
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i  320.  Averment  of  promise. 

i  321.  Consideration,  when  most  be  allefOd. 

i  322.  Performance  of  contracts. 

{  323.  Nonperformance. 

i  32fk,  Ck>ncurrent  acts. 
II  325, 32&a.  Breach  of  c<mtraet 

f  32^  Special  damages. 

i  327.  Nefl^gence^  how  pleaded. 

S  32&  Judgments,  how  pleaded. 

II  329, 330.  Statutes,  how  pleaded. 

i  331.  Statute  of  Limitations,  how  pleaded. 

i  332.  Third   subdlyision  —  Demand  for  relief. 


FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS. 


STJBDIYISION  FIEST. 

■T  AMD  AOAIHST  PABTIOULAB  PEBSOWB,  INDIVIDnALLT.  AMD  Dl  BEPHmilTA- 

TIVK  CHABAOTEB  AND  OFFICIAL  CAPAOTrT. 


CHAPTER.  I. 

▲SSIONSES  AND  DEVISEES. 

Form  70.  I  333.  By  the  assignee  of  a  claim. 

i  834.  What  choses  In  action  are  assignable. 

I  835.  Assignment  of  claims  arising  from  torts. 

I  836.  Assignments,  how  made. 

I  837.  How  alleged. 

i  338.  Averment  of  consideration  for. 

i  838.  Assignment  of  accounts. 

I  340.  Of  bonds,   notes,   etc. 

f  341.  By  corporation. 

i  342.  Of  debts. 

S  343.  Personal  property  not  in  possession. 

I  344.  Of  lease. 

f  345.  Of  mortgage. 

f  346.  Of  insurance  policy. 

(  347.  Of  Judgments. 

(  348.  Of  stock  of  corporation. 
II  349-d49b.  Effect  of  assignment 

Form  71.  $  850.  By  aasignee  —  Where  plaintiff   is  trustee. 

If  351-357.  Who  are  trustees  and  when  may  sue. 

Fons  72.  %%  358,350.  Where  plaintiff  is  a  devisee. 

78.  i  360.  By  assignee  for  benefit  of  cr^ddltors. 

Vol.  I. 


XnU  lABLB  OF  COKTJSNTS. 

CHAPTEB  n. 

JOIIfT  TBNANTS  AND  TENANTS  IN  OOMliON. 
7onii   74.   I  804.    By  joint  tenant  and  tenant*  in  common. 

CHAPTER  m. 
CORPORATIONS. 

7onn   7G.    i  869.    By  a  foreign  corporation. 

76.  i  872.   By  and  against  foreign  corxKNratioiL 

77.  i  382.   Against  corporation  formed  under  act  in  rela- 

tion to  roads  and  highways. 

78.  S  884.  On  stock  assessments. 

79.  (  887.  On  stock  subscription. 

80.  i  891.  On  subscription  for  a  public  object 

81.  i  894.  Against  a  municipal  corporation. 

82.  i  895.  Against  county  for  guarding  jail. 
88.  (  896.  By  a  county. 

84.    (  404.    Against  trustees  of  dissolved  corporation,  for  aft 

accounting. 

86.  (  408.  Against  directors  of  insurance  company  for  un- 
lawful acts. 

86.  ^  400.   Against  directors  of  a  corporation  for  unlawfully 

declaring  dividends^  etc. 

87.  i  418.    Indiyldual   creditor   against    individual     stocks 

holder. 

88.  i  414.    The  same  — Shorter  form. 

CHAPTER  IV. 
BXBCUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATOBll. 

Form   89.    i  419.    By  an  executor. 

90.  I  420.    By  an  administrator. 

91.  S  424.    By  executor  or  administrator  suing  In  his  owft 

right 

92.  (  426.   Against  an  admlnlstrat<M;'  or  executor. 

CHAPTEE  V. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Focm  98.    f  487.    Against    husband     for    necessaries    furnished 

family. 
91.    S  441.    Against  husband  and  wife  for  goods  sold  for  her 

separate  estate. 

95.  (  442.    Against  husband  and  wife  for  goods  sold  to  the 

wife  for  her  separate  estate. 

96.  I  460.    Against  husband  and  wife  on  note  of  wife  white 

sole. 

97.  fi  461.    By  a  married  woman. 

98.  i  471.    Against  a  married  woman,  as  aole  trader.   . 

99.  ii  475»  476a.  Against  a  married  woman  on  contract; 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

INFANTS. 

Itatt  100.    I  477.    By  an  infant, -suing  by  general  guardian. 
lOL    I  478.    By  an  infant,  aning  by  guardian  ad  lUetn^ 

CHAPTEE  Vn. 

INSANE  PERSONS. 

Pwm  102L   i  462,   By  a  guardian  of  Insane  penon. 
106.    i  407.    Against  guardian  of  tbe  same. 

CHAPTEE  Vm. 

PARTNERS. 

Vorm  104.   |  504.    Title   and   commencement    of    complaint    liQr 

partners. 
106.    f  515.    For  dissolution  and  accounting. 

106.  fi  516b    For  accounting  after  dissolution. 

107.  I  517.   Against  partners  —  Averring  partnerahipb 
106.    S  620.    By  a  surviying  partner. 

« 

CHAPTEE  IX. 

PUBLIC  OFFIOBBS. 

fMrm  100.    I  527.   By  or  against  public  officers. 

110.  i  688.   By  sheriff  suing  In  aid  of  attachment 

111.  f  585b   Against  sheriff  for  not  executing  process. 

lUL  i  545.  Against  sheriff  for  neglecting  to  return  execntlOB* 

118.  f  546.  The  same— Under  Calif omia . statute. 

114.  i  561.  Against  sheriff,  for  neglecting  to  pay  over  mon^.. 

115.  I  562b  The  same  — Under  O&llfomla  statute. 

116.  S  661.  Against  sheriff  for  false  return. 

117.  I  662.  The  same  —  Allegation  tor  not  levying. 

118.  i  568.  The  same— Another  form  of  allegation. 
'    119.  fi  568.  For  seizing  a  vessel. 

120i    I  660.    For  an  esciHpe. 

CHAPTEE  X. 

RECEIVER. 

Torm  121.  |  581.  By  a  receiver  appointed  pending  litigation. 

122.  I  582b  Motion  for  appointment  of  receiver. 

128.  f  608b  By  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplementary  pr»» 

ceedings. 

124.  i  601.  The  same  — Setting  out  proceedings  at  length* 

125.  i  602.  By  receiver  of  a  dissolved  .corporation. 

126.  i  604.  By  receiver  of  mutual  Insurance  company,  oa 

premium  note. 
I  604a.  Questions  of  pleading. 
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CHAPTER.  I. 

AOOOUNT& 

Form  127.    I  605.    For  niimey  due  on  an  aocoont 

128.  fi  006.    The  Bame  — -  Gommon  count. 

129.  i  615.    By  an  aasignee  on  an  account. 

180.  f  616.  On  an  account  stated. 

181.  I  622w  For  a  general  balance  of  account 

182.  fi  628.  Upon  an  account  for  senriceB. 
1            188.  i  624.  The  same  —  Ctommon  count 

184.  fi  627.  The  same  — By  an  architect 

186.  i  628.  The  same  — Ck>mmon  count 

186.  f  629.  The  same  — By  a  broker,  for  oommlasiODI. 

187.  fi  680.  The  same  — Common  count. 

188.  fi  631.  By  carrier,  against  consignor  for  freight. 

189.  f  682.  The  same  — Common  count.  < 

140.  §  638.  The  same  — Against  consignee.  * 

141.  fi  634.  The  same  — Common  count  \ 

142.  S  636.  By  editor,  for  services.  \ 

143.  S  637.  The  same  —  Common  count 

144.  (  639.  By  author,  for  editing  book. 

145.  S  640.  The  same  — Common  count 

146.  i  642.  For  serriceB  and  materials  furnished. 

147.  fi  643.  The  same  — Common  count 

148.  S  644.  For  tuition  bills. 

149.  S  045.  The  same  — Common  count 

CHAPTER  II. 
ON  AWARDS. 

Tana  150.  I  646.   On  an  award  of  arbitratoTB*  Common  fonib 

151.  fi  660.   On  an  award  of  an  umpire. 

152.  I  661.   Allegation  of  enlargement  of  tima 

CHAPTER  m. 

ON  SXPRESS  PBOMISBS. 

Form  158.   I  065.   On  an  express  promise  in  consideration  at  a 

precedent  debt. 

154.  i  670.    Upon  compromise  of  an  action. 

155.  fi  678.    On  proihlse  of  third  person  to  pay  money  to 

plaintiff. 

156.  fi  677.    On  promise  to  pay  for  surrender  of  lease. 

157.  i  678.    For  the  purchase  money  of  land  conveyed. 

158.  f  682.    Allegation  of  new  promise. 
I  684a.  Promise  on  a  contingency. 
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CHAPTEB  IV. 

GOODS  SOLD  AND  DEI/IYBBBD. 

form  180.  i  685.  For  goods  sold  and  deUvered. 

160.  I  686i  The  same  —  Ck>mmon  count. 

laL  I  WZ,  The  same  — Short  form. 

leSi  I  685.  For  goods  sold  and  delivered  at  fixed  prtcsii 

168.  S  700.  The  same  —  For  a  reasonable  price. 

104.  i  704.  The  same  — On  specified  price  and  credit. 

165.  I  706.  By  assignee^  for  stock,  fixtures,  and  good  will. 

166l  I  70a  By  firm  with  dormant  partner  —  Price  agreed 

np<«. 

167.  I  700.  For  goods  delivered  to  third  parson  —  Price  fixed. 

16&  I  712.  For  goods  sold,  but  not  deliveced  —  Price  fixed. 

CHAPTER  V. 
ON  GUABANTIBS. 

Form  160.   |  713.   Against  principal  and  sureties,  on  contract  for 

work. 
170.    fi  710.    On   agreement  to  be  answerable  for  price  of 

goods  sold. 
ITL    I  724.    Against  guarantor  of  mortgage,  for  deficiency 

after  foreclosure. 
172.    I  73L   On  a  guaranty  of  a  inrecedent  debt 
178.    I  782b    Against  sureties  for  payment  of  rent. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

INSURANOB. 

Vofin  17il.    I  785.   On  fire  policy  — By  the  Insured. 

176.    S  736.    Where  plaintiff  purchased  the  property  after  in- 
surance. 

176.  I  737.    The  same  — Another  form. 

177.  I  788.    The  same  —  Loss  payable  to  mortgagee. 

178.  f  740.    Allegation  of  removal. 

170.  S  750.  On  agreement  to  insure  —  Policy  not  deliyered. 

180.  S  753.  By  executor  on  life  i)olicy. 

181.  f  758.  By  a  wife,  partner,  or  creditor  of  insured. 

182.  I  750.  By  assignee  in  trust  for  wife  of  insured. 

188.  f  761.  Accidental  insurance  —  Insured  against  insurer. 

184.  f  762.  Marine  insurance  — On  an  op^i  policy. 

185.  S  773.  On  cargo  lost  by  fire  —  Valued  polfcy. 

186.  S  775.  Valued  policy  —  Allegation  of. 

187.  S  776b  On  freight  —  Valued  policy. 

188.  i  777.  Averment  by  loss  by  collision. 

188.    f  778.    Averment  of  waiver  of  a  condition. 

190.  (  770.    For  a  partial  loss  and  contiibution. 

191.  I  780.    Allegation  for  a  particular  average  loesi 
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CHAPTER  Vn. 

ON  JUDGMENTS 

Fonn  182.  I  784.  General  form. 

196w.  I  794.  On  Judgment  by  leave  of  court 

194.  I  796.  The  same  —  By  an  assignee. 

195.  I  798.  On  foreign  Judgment  of  court  of  geoeral  Jiiito- 

diction. 

196.  I  806.    On  foreign  Judgment  of  inferior  court. 

CHAPTER  VIII. 
ON  I/IABILITIBS  OStBATED  BY  STATUTB. 

Form  197.  I  812.  Penalties  under  statute —General  foniL 

198.  I  830.  For  selling  liquor  without  a  license. 

199.  i  881.  Against  a  witness,  for  disobeying  subpoeiuk 

200.  I  888.  For  violation  of  ordinance  of  superyiaeiB. 

CHAPTER  IX. 

FOB  MONBY  HAD  AND.  RBGBIVBD  TO  PLAINTIFFS'  USB 

Form  201.    |  835.   Common  form. 

202.    §  842.   Against  attorney  or  agent,  with  demand. 

208.  fi  847.    The  same  —  Another  form. 

204.  §  849.    For  money  received  by  defendant  through  mis- 

take. . 

205.  I  862.    For  price  of  goods  sold  by  a  ftu!tor. 

206L    I  866.   Against  factor,  for  price  of  goods  sold  on  credit 
207.    I  868.   Against  broker,  for  proceeds  of  note  dlacountod. 

CHAPTEB  X. 

FOR  MONBY  LBNT. 

Fonn  206:  I  800.  Lender  against  borrower. 

209.  I  868.  nie  same— No  time  for  pajment  agreed  ott. 

210.  I  864.  Qy  assignee  of  lender,  against  borrower. 

211.  I  866.  Partners,  lenders,  against  partners^  borpowew. 

CHAPTEB  XI. 

FOB  liONBY  PAID. 

Porm  2Ul   I  866.   For  money  paid  to  a  third  partj  at  defteidantfa 

request. 
218.    I  809.   By  one  having  paid  the  debt  of  another,  to  bo 

repaid  on  demand. 

214.  fi  871.    To  be  repaid  on  a  specified  day. 

215.  I  878.   For  repayment  of  money  on  a  reversed  Jndgmeot. 
216w    §  876.   By  broker,  for  mon^  advanced  on  aooonnt  ef 

his  principal. 
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tam  217.    I  877.    For  repayment  of  deposit  on  purchase  of  rest 

estate. 

218.  I  881.    To  recover  back  a  wager. 

219.  I  884.    By  landlord,  against  tenant,  for  repayment  of 

tax. 

220.  I  887.    Against  carrier,  to  recover  money  paid  in  excess 

for  freight. 

221.  f  889.    To  recover  back  freight  on  failure  of  carriage^ 

222.  I  891.    By  surety,  against  principal. 

223.  I  893.   For  repayment  of  advances  on  serrioes. 

CHAPTEE  XII. 

FOR  SBRVIOEES,   WORK   AND  LABOBL 

Tom  22iL  f  806.  For  services,  at  a  fixed  price. 

226w  f  904.  At  a  reasonable  price. 

226l  fi  908.  By  carriers,  for  freight. 

227.  I  909.  For  passage  money. 

228.  f  910.  By  parent,  for  services  af  minor  son. 

229.  f  912.  For  services  and  materials  at  a  fixed  price. 
230*.  I  914.  By  an  attorney,  tor  services  and  disbursemoits. 

281.  fi  917.    For  services  and  materials  at  a  reasonaUe  price. 

282.  I  918.    By  advertising  agent,  for  services  and  disbone- 

ments. 
288.    I  919.    By  publisher  and  proprietor,  for  advertising. 
284.    I  920.    For  stabling  horses. 
286u    I  921.    Special  contract  comi^etely  fulfilled. 
286L   f  924.   The  same  —  Contract  fulfilled  by  an  assigneew   ' 

CHAPTER  Xm. 

FOR  USB  AND  OCCUPATION. 

lywm  287.    I  926.    On  an  express  contract. 

288.  f  929.    For  rent  reserved  in  a  lease. 

289.  f  985.    For  deficiency  after  a  re-entry. 

240.  I  938.  Against  assignee  of  lessee. 

241.  f  942l  Grantee  of  reversion  against  lessea 
312.  §  943.  Allegation  of  assignment  of  lease. 
248.  f  944.  Allegation  by  heir  of  reversioner. 

244.  f  916.  Assignee  of  devisee  against  assignee  of  lesiSiw 

245.  f  94&  For  use  and  occupation  of  pasture. 

246.  i  951.  On  an  imi^ied  contract 

247.  I  969.  For  lodging  and  board. 

248.  I  960.  Allegation  for  lodging. 

249.  I  901.  For  the  hire  of  personal  property. 

200.    I  068.    Of  pianoforte,  with  damages  for  not  retonfiltk 
251.    I  904.   Of  furniture,  with  damages  for  ill-use. 
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SUBDIVISION  THIRD. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

ON  NEGOTIABLE  PAPBB»  BONDS,  ETa 

Form  252.  |  965.  AgaiiiBt  maker. 

258.  fi  986.  On  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money  only. ' 

254.  fi  990.  The  same  —  Pleading  its  legal  effect. 

266b  I  991.  By  surviTlng  obligee  on  Joint  bond. 

CHAPTEE  n. 

ON  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE. 

Form  256.    §    994.   Foreign  bills  —  Payee  against  drawer  for  non- 
acceptance. 

257.  fi  1007.    Payee  against  acceptor. 

258.  9  1011.    Inland    bills  — Drawer    against    acceptor,    for 

nonpayment. 

259.  ft  1019.    On  bill  not  negotiated. 

260.  ft  1020.    Bill  returned  and  taken  up. 

261.  ft  1023.    Acceptor  without  funds  against  drawer. 

262.  ft  1024.    The  same  —  Copartnership  firm  against  copart- 

nership firm. 

263.  ft  1025.    Payee  against  drawer  for  nonacceptance. 

264.  ft  1026.    Allegation  setting  out  copy  of  bill. 

205.  ft  1027.  Allegation  of  demand  and  notice  excused. 

266.  ft  1028.  Allegation  of  excuse  for  nonpresentment 

267.  ft  1029.  The  same— Drawee  not  found. 

268.  ft  1032.  The  same  —  Bill  payable  at  specific  date. 

269.  ft  1083.  Partners  payees,  against  partners  acceptora. 

270.  ft  1042.  Payee  against  acceptor  —  Short  form. 

271.  ft  1043.  Allegation  setting  out  copy  of  bill. 

272.  ft  1046.  Pleading  the  legal  effect. 

273.  ft  1051.  Acceptance  varying  as  to  time  from  the  bill. 

274.  ft  1052.  Where  drawer  is  also  acceptor  on  bill  drawn 
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275.  ft  1053.    By  assignee  of  bill  payable  out  of  a  particular 

fund. 

276w  ft  1055.  Payee  against  drawer  and  acceptor. 

277.  ft  1056.  On  a  bill  accepted  for  honor. 

278.  ft  1059.  By  indorsee  —  First  indorsee  against  acceptor. 

279.  ft  1060.  Against  first  indorser. 

280.  ft  1061.  Against  drawer  and  indorser. 

281.  ft  1063.  Against  all  prior  parties. 

282.  ft  1064.  Subsequent  indorsee  against  acceptor. 

283.  ft  1065.  Against  first  indorser. 
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fonn  284.  i  1066.  Against  intermediate  indoraer. 
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298.  9  1130.  On  two  notes,  one  partly  paid. 
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300.  9  1133.  On  a  note  signed  by  an  agent. 

301.  9  1136.  On  a  note  made  by  partners. 
802.  9  1137.  The  same  —  Averring  partnership. 
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304.  9  1141.  Sight  note,  allegation  of. 

305.  9  1142.  On  a  note  wrongly  dated. 
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tion. 

307.  9  1147.  Against  surviving  maker. 

306.  9  1149.  Against  maker  and  indOTser. 

300.  9  1150.  Indorser  —  Firat  indoreee  against  maker. 

310.  9  1154.  Against  first  indorser. 

311.  9  1166.  Allegation  of  notice  to  indorser  waived. 
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316.  9  1178.  Against  firat  indorser. 
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316.  9  1160.  Against  immediate  indoraer. 

319.  9  1181.  Against  all  prior  parties. 
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note  payable  to  fcHrmer  treasurer. 

322.  9  1189.  On  a  note  payable  on  a  contingency. 

323.  9  1191.  On  a  note  payable  in  chattels. 

824.  9  1196.  On  guaranties  —  Against  maker  and  guarantor 

of  note. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

ON  BUILDERS'  CONTRACTS. 

Fonn  d25.    I  1212.   By  contractor,  on  special  contract,   modified, 

with  claim  for  extra  work. 
326.    %  1225.    Against  builder  for  defective  workmanship. 
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CHAPTEE  II. 
ON  CHARTER  PARTIES. 

Form  828.   |  1228.   Owner  against  freighter,  for  not  loading. 

828.  I  1232.   Allegation  for  demurrage. 

830.    9  1247.    Charterer  against  owner,   for  deviation   from 

contract  and  abandonment  of  voyage. 
'  881.    9  1251.    Ship  owner  against  charterer,  for  freight 
882.    i  1252.    Allegation  against  assignee  of  cargo. 

CHAPTER  in. 
ON  COVENANTS. 

Form  888.  i  1256.  Warranty  of  title  to  real  property. 

884.  i  1258.  Eviction,  aUegatlon  of. 

885.  9  1264.  Special  damages,  allegation  of. 

886.  9  1205.  Breach  of  warranty  of  title  —  Another  form. 
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grantor. 
888w    9  1267.    By    heirs    of    covenantee,    against    previous 
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840.  9  1268.    Warranty  as  to  quantity. 

841.  9  1270.    On   covenant    against    incumbrances    on    real 
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842.  9  1280.    The  same  — Where  deed  expressed  qpeciflc  in- 
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848.    9  1288.    On  a  covenant  of  seisin  or  of  power  to  convey. 

844.  9  1288.    Grantee's  covenant  to  build. 
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against  grantee. 
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868.  f  18M.   For  breach  of  contract  to  aenra 
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85ft.  I  1882.   By  the  apprentice  agalnat  the  master. 

856u  f  1884.   For  breach  of  contract  tb  manufactore  goods. 
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ON  INDBMNITT. 
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and  psy  for  gooda 

867.  9  1891.    The  same  —  On  contract  made  by  broker. 
866.    i  1388.    The  same  — On  promise  to  pay  by  good  bill  of 

exchange. 

868.  f  1884.    The  same  —  For  not  returning  goods  or  paying 

t{^  them  in  a  reasonable  time. 

870.  {  1306.    The  same  — For  not  giving  security  according 

to' conditions  of  sale  at  auction. 

871.  i  1896.    For  a  deficiency  on  a  resale. 

872.  {  1401.    By    manufacturer,    for    goods    made    at 

fendant's  request  and  not  accepted. 
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Tomi  37&    §  1407.   For  breach  of  promise,  by  porcliaser  of  goo( 

will,  not  to  carry  on  rival  trade. 

874.  f  1410.    Buyer  against  seller  far  not  dellyering  ffoodi 

sold. 

875.  9  1422.    For  not  deUvering  within  a  specified  time. 
870.    9  1423.    Allegation  where  neither  time  nor  place  of  de- 
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fixed. 

878.  9  142&.   Allegation   where  time  of  deUvery    was    not 

fixed. 

879.  9  1481.    Allegation  of  part  payment 

880.  9  1434.   Against  seller  of  stock,  for  nondeUyery. 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

FOR  SALE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY. 

Form  881.    9  I486.    Purchaser  against  yendor,  for  breach  of  agree- 
ment to  conyey. 

382.  9  1446.    Ayerment  of  excuse  for  nonperformance. 

383.  9  1447.    The    same— For    damage    for    not    executing 

conyeyance. 

384.  9  1448.    Vendor  against  purchaser,  for  breach  of  agree- 
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387.    9  1455.    Vendor  against  executor  of  purchaser. 
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award. 
800.    9  1526.    For  reyoking  arbitrator's  powers. 
400.    9  1527.    On  a  bond  for  faithful  accounting  of  an  agent 
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CHAPTER  I. 
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assault  and  forcible  ejection  from  a  car. 

418.  §  1645.    Assault  and  false  lmpris<Ament 
4]».    I  164&    Fuller  form. 


CHAPTER  II. 

FOB  FALSB  IMPBISONMBNT. 

^0.    I  1640.    Common  form. 

42L    11668.   Thesame  — Another  form. 
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LIBEL  AND  BLANDBE. 
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selves. 

428.    I  1684.  The  words  not  being  libelous  in  themselTe& 

424.    i  1006.  By  an  attorney  at  law. 

426.    f  1609.  By  a  physician. 

426.  I  1700.  Charge  of  dishonesty,  etc.,  in  bofdness. 
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428.  I  1708.    Accusing  plaintiff  of  perjury  in  his  answer  to 

a  complaint. 
420.    f  1704.    For  composing  a  libel  not  directly  accusing  the 

plaintiff  of  perjury. 

480.  f  1706.    For  a  libel  not  directly  accusing  the  plaintiff 

of  laroeny. 

481.  §  1706.    For  libel  by  signs. 

482.  9  1707.    For  slander,   the   words   being  actionable   in 
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438.  fi  1784.  Words  spoken  in  a  foreign  language. 

484.  9  1736.  The  words  not  being  actionaUe  in  themselTesL 

486.  9  1742.  Respecting  plaintiff's  trade. 
436.  9  1760.  Discharge  from  employ. 

487.  9  1761.  Refusal  to  deal. 
438.  9  1762.  Refusal  to  employ. 

438.  9  1768.  Refusal  to  retain  in  emi^oy. 

440.  9  1764.  Refusal  to  sell. 
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448.  9  1760.  For  words  directly  charging  perjury. 

444.    9  1768.    The  same  —  Containing  special  inducemeots. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

l\onn  445.  9  1764.    Common  form. 

44a  9  1786.    The  same  — Fuller  form. 

447.  9  1787.   For  procuring  plaintiff  to  be  indicted. 

448.  9  1788.    The  same  —  For  obtaining  indictment  on  whlck 

a  nolle  prosequi  was  afterwards  entered. 

449.  9  1790.    Where  Judgment  of  acquittal  was  rendered. 
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CHAPTER  V. 
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driven  by  servant. 
462.    9  1804.    Against  common  carriers,  for  overturning 

coach. 
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JPonn  46a.  S  1811.  Against  a  railroad  for  injuries  1^  coUifltcm. 

4M.  I  ISaO.  The  same  —  By  car  running  off  track. 

465.  I  18SS1.  For  negligently  starting  car. 

466.  §  1828.  For  injuries  caused  by  negligence  on  a  railroad* 
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467.  f  1824.    By  a  steamboat  explosion. 
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pany, caused  by  a  collision. 

460.  f  1837.    Said  company  having  used  a  condemned  loco- 

motive. 
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company,  for  injuries  causing  death. 
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carriage. 
464.    I  1866.    For  injuries  caused  by  leaving  a  hatchway  open. 
466.    f  1867.    Another  form. 

466.  ft  1868.    For  injuries  caused  by  a  vicious  dog. 

467.  ft  1874.    Against  physician  for  maltreatment 

468.  ft  1876.    Against  surgeon  for  malpractice. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

FOB  VIOLATION  OF  PERSONAL  RIGfHTS. 

460.  ft  1877.  Against  officers   of  an  Section,   for  refusing 

plaintiff's  vota 

470.  ft  1880.  For  criminal  conversation. 

471.  ft  1884.  For  enticing  away  plaintiff's  wife. 
472L  ft  1886.  For  debauching  a  daughter. 
478.  ft  1809.  For  seduction  of  plaintiff's  daughter  or  servant 
474.  I  1900.  For  seduction,  by  female  seduced. 
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SUBDIVISION  FIFTH. 

FOR  DAMAGES  T7F0N  WBONGS. 
PABT  8B00ND  —  FOR  INJURIES  TO  PBOPUBCT. 

CHAPTER  I. 

BAILEBS. 

Vorm  476.  §  1902.  Against  a  receiptor. 

476.  I  1014.  For  injury  to  pledge. 

477.  9  1915.  For  loss  of  pledge. 

478.  9  1916.  For  not  taking  care  of  and  returning  goods. 
470.  9  1917.  Against  liirers  of  chattels,  for  not  taking  profi 

care  of  them. 

480.  9  1918.    For  injury  to  horse,  resulting  from  immodera 

driving. 

481.  9  1919.    For  driving  horse  on  different  Journey  tn 

that  agreed. 
482L    9  1920.    Against  innkeeper,  for  loss  of  baggage. 
48S.    9  1922.    For  loss  of  pocket-book. 
184.    9  1923.    For  loss  of  goods  by  theft. 

485.  9  1925.    For  refusing  to  receive  guest 

486.  9  1926.    Against  warehouseman,  for  injury  to  goods  t 

neglect  to  obey  instructions. 

487.  9  1963.    For  refusal  to  deliver  goods. 

9  1934a.  Money  deposited  for  use  of  plaintiff. 

CHAPTEE  II. 

COMMON  OARRIBR8. 

Form  488.  9  1936.  Against  common  carrier,  for  breach  of  d«tj. 

489.  9  1952.  For  loss  of  goods. 

490.  9  1957.  For  loss  of  baggage. 

491.  9  1964.  Against   carrier  by    water,   for  negligence 

loading  cargo. 

492.  9  1966.    For  not  regarding  notice  to  keep  dry. 

493.  9  I960.    For  loss  in  unloading. 

494.  9  1971.    For  failure  to  deliver  at  time  agreed. 
405.    9  1974.    On  special  contract  for  loss  of  goods. 

496.    9  1978.    Against  telegraph  company  for  fallnre  to  trai 

mit  message  as  directed. 
9  1978a.  Allegation  of  speculative  damages. 
f  1978b.  Who  may  sue. 
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NBGLIGBNOB. 

Porm  407.    f  1979.    Against  agents  for  not  using  dlligenoe  to  sell 

goods. 
486w    §  196&.    For  carelessly  selling  to  an  insolyent 
400.    f  1986.    For  selling  for  a  worthless  bill. 
900.    f  1967.    Against  an  auctioneer,  for  selling  below  the 

owner's  limit 
601.    %  1988.    For  selling  on  credit,  against  orders. 
502.    f  1989.    Against  auctioneer  or  agent,  for  not  accounting. 
50ft.    §  1991.    Against  forwarding  agent,  for  not  forwarding 

goods  as  agreed. 
604.    f  1998.    Against    an   attorney,    for    negligence   in    the 

prosecution  of  a  suit. 
506.    f  1900.    For  negligent  defense. 
^KM.    f  1996.    For  negligence  in  examining  title. 
007.    f  2000.    Against  a  contractor,  for  leaving  the  street  in 

an  insecure  state,  whereby  plaintifTs  horse 

was  injured. 
006.    f  2002.    Against    municipal    corporation,    for    damage 

done  by  mob  or  riot 
009.    9  2006.    Against  a  railroad,  for  Icilling  cattle. 
filO.    9  2014.    For    k:indling    a    fire    on    defendant's    land, 

whereby  plaintiff's  property  was  burned. 
I  2016.    Against  railroad  companies. 
Oil.    f  2010.    For  chasing  plaintiff's  cattle. 
012L    9  2017.    For  keeping  dog  accustomed  to  bite  animals. 

018.  9  2021.    For  shooting  plaintiff's  dog. 

014.    9  2022.    For    untying    plaintiff's    boat,    by    reason    of 

which  it  was  carried  by  the  current  against 
a  bridge,  and  injured. 
FenD  016.    9  2024.    For   flowing   water   from    roof  on   plaintifrs 

premises. 

OlOw    9  2D20.    For  negligence  of  millowners,  whereby  plain- 
tiff's land  was  overflowed. 

017.    9  2082L    Against  water  company,  for  negligent  escape 

of  water. 

016.    9  2083.    For  undermining  plaintifTs  land. 

019.  9  2034.    For  undermining  plaintiff's  building. 

020.  9  2086.    Reversioner,  obligation  by. 

021.  9  2030.    For  not  using  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing. 
622L    9  2087.   Against  watchmaker  for  not  returning  watch. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

8LANDBR  OF  TITLB. 
Form  028.    I  2068.   Common  form. 


XZZIT  TABLE  OF  QOSTSBTOL 

CHAPTEE  V. 

TBBSPA8S. 

Worn  621   I  dMl.   For    maUdous    injiuy,    dmlmlnff 

damages  under  statute. 
625.    I  2067.   For  damages  for  Injuring  trees. 
620.   I  207L   The  same— For  cottlftg  and  conyertlng  ttmbei 
627.    I  2068.   The  same— For  treading  down  grain. 
528.   I  2067.   For    damages    by    trespassing    cattle,    undo 

OtUfomia  statute. 
620.   I  206a   For  removal  of  fence. 

680.  I  2080.    For  trespass  on  chattels. 

681.  I  2090.   ATerment  of  special  damage. 
6S2l    I  2002.    Far  malicious  Injury  to  prowrtf* 

6881   I  2088.   For  entering  and  injuring  a  hooae  ailA  fOOA 

therein. 


ESTEE'S 
PLEADINGS,    PRACTICE 


AND  FOBMS. 


PART  FIRST. 

GENERAL  PRINOrPLES, 


CHAPTER  I. 

REMEDIES. 


I  1.  Iwntiliig,  how  MeoracL  Bemedies  for  wrongs  are  ae- 
cuied  by  a  proper  application  to  a  competent  court,  by  the 
(itrty  or  parties  entitled  thereto,  in  an  action  or  proceeding 
agBisstthe  proper  parties,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law. 

I  8.  The  same.  The  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice  to  se- 
cure BQch  remedies  are  divided  by  the  statutes  of  all,  or  nearly 
all,  of  the  states  which  have  a  code  of  practice  or  civil  proced- 
iire,  into:  1.  Actions;  2.  Special  proceedings;  3.  Provisional 
rejDedies.* 

I.  OF  ACTIONS. 

f  a.  What  ia  an  action.  An  action  has  been  defined  to  be 
an  ordinary  proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,  by  which  one  party 
prosecutes  another  party  for  the  enforcement  or  protection 
f»f  s  right,  the  redress  or  prevention  of  a  wrong,  or  the  punish- 
ment of  a  public  offense.  But  in  some  sense  this  definition  is 
equally  applicable   to   special   proceedings.    More   accurately, 

1  Under. tbe  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  California,  the  first  and 
second  divisions  only  are  recognized  (see  §  21),  in  terms  at  least; 
thonfk  what  are  known  under  other  codes  as  "provisional 
remedies**  exist  in  California  as  incidents  to  an  action.  Where 
a  Btatnte  creates  a  new  right,  and  prescribes  the  remedy  for  its 
violation,  the  remedy  thus  prescribed  is  exclusive.  But  when  a 
new  remedy  is  given  by  statute  for  rights  of  action  existing  inde- 
li^'ndent  of  it,  without  excluding  other  remedies  already  Icnowu 
to  the  law,  the  statutory  remedy  is  cumulative  merely,  and  the 
\wtj  may  pursue  either  at  his  option.  City  of  Zanesville  y. 
Fansan,  53  Ohio  St.  Ba5;  Dunn  v.  Kaumacher,  26  Id.  487;  Portland 
r  Railroad  Co.,  66  Me.  485. 

Vol.  1—1 


§§  4,  5  GBNBKAL  PRINCIPLES. 

it  ia  defined  to  be  any  judicial  proceeding,  which,  if  conduc 
to  a  determination,  will  result  in  a  judgment  or  decree  *  'i 
action  is  said  to  terminate  at  judgment.^ 

§  4.  AotionB,  how  divided.  Primarily,  actions  are  divi 
into  two  classes:  Civil  and  Criminal.  The  former  only  wil 
considered  in  this  work;  and  the  different  classes  into  w] 
they  are  divided,  and  the  mode  of  proceeding  therein,  wil 
treated  of  hereafter.  A  prosecution  under  a  municipal  c 
nance  for  an  offense  not  punishable  by  general  statute  is  a 
action.*  A  proceeding  under  United  States  Revised  Stati 
§§  2325,  2326,  to  settle  adverse  claims  is,  in  Idaho,  aa  ac 
at  law,  in  which  a  jury  may  be  demanded  as  a  matter  of  i 
to  try  such  controversy,  and  render  a  general  verdict  thet 
As  used  in  the  Oregon  Code,  the  phrase  "  civil  actions  "  incl 
actions  at  law  or  suits  in  equity  and  all  other  judicial  co 
versies  in  which  rights  of  property  are  involved,  and  is  emp! 
in  contradistinction  to  criminal  action.® 

II.  OF  SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS  WHICH  ARE  NOT  ACmONS 

§  5.  What  axe  special  proceedingB.  Eemedies  pursued 
party  which  do  not  result  directly  in  a  judgment,  but  or 
establishing  a  right,  or  some  particular  fact,  are  special 
ceedings.  They  include  proceedings  confined  to  courts  o 
tice,  and  from  which  an  appeal  \^ill  lie,  such  as  proce< 
instituted  for  the  correction  or  revision  of  erroneous  act 
court,  or  officer  appointed  by  a  court,  having  particular  q 
cations,  or  occupying  some  particular  relation  to  the  pari 
the  subject-matter,  and  whose  acts  are  in  the  nature  of  a 
cations  upon  which  the  subsequent  proceedings  rest,  h< 
erroneous  they  may  be.''  The  following  are  instances  of  i 
proceedings: 

2  People  V.  County  Judge  of  Rensselaer,  13  How.  Pr.  39J 
Rowe  V.  Blake,  90  Cal.  170;  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

3  Co.  Litt  289a.  An  action  is  deemed  pending  from  the  t 
its  commencement  until  its  final  determination  upon  appeal, 
til  the  time  for  appeal  is  past,  unless  the  Judgment  is  soone 
fled.    Naftzger  v.  Gregg,  99  Cal.  83. 

*City  of  Greeley  v.  Hamman,  12  Col.  94;  City  of  I>un 
Reinsberg,  16  id.  327;  and  see  Carrolton  v.  Rhombercr.  78  2m 
Chapin  v.  Waukesha  Co.,  62  Wis.  463. 

B  Burke  v.  McDonald,  2  Idaho,  310. 

®  In  re  Feustermaoher  v.  State,  19  Greg.  504. 

7  Porter  v.  Purdy,  29  N.  y.  106;  86  Am.  Dec.  283^ 
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f  6b  Admission  to  practice.  Application  for  admission  to 
practice  as  an  attorney  is  a  special  proceeding,  and  an  appeal 
lies  from  an  order  denying  such  application.® 

f  7.  Appraisement.  A  proceeding  by  commissioners  to  ap- 
praise compensation  for  lands  taken  under  the  General  Railroad 
Act* 

f  8.  Arbitration  and  award.  A  proceeding  on  arbitration 
is  not  an  action.*®  It  is  an  adjudication  upon  a  matter  in  con- 
troversy, by  private  individuaJs  selected  and  appointed  by  the 
parties."  Proceedings  on  arbitrations  are  not  affected  by  the 
Code.**  Such  proceedings  are,  however,  regulated  by  statute  in 
many  of  the  states. 

i  9.  AsMssments.  Proceedings  to  af^^ess  damages  on  laying 
'•ut  a  plankroad,  or  under  road  laws,  are  not  actions.*^ 

i  10.  Attachment.  In  New  York,  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a 
judgment  by  attachment,  as  for  contempt,  is  also  a  special  pro- 
ceeding.** 

III.  Certiorari.  Certiorari  is  simply  a  writ  of  review  and  not 
an  action,**^  and  does  not  lie  where  there  is  aji  appeal  or  other 
remedy  at  law.*®  At  common  law  it  tries  nothing  but  the  juris- 
diction.*"' 

»  Matter  of  Cooper.  22  N.  V.  6T;  Matter  of  the  Graduates,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  301;  reversing  Matter  of  the  Graduates  of  the  University,  31 
Rarb.  353;  10  Abb.  Pr.  348;  19  How.  Pr.  07;  Matter  of  the  Graduates 
of  Columbia,  10  Abb.  Pr.  357;  19  How.  Pr.  136. 

»  New  York  Cent.  R.  R  Co.  v.  Maroni,  11  N.  Y.  277. 

»o  California  Code,  SS  1281.  1290;  Moore  v.  Boyer,  42  Ohio  St.  31 2^ 

^3  Bl.  Com.  16;  3  Steph.  Com.  374;  BiUlnRS  on  Awards,  3. 
.VW55;  Rusaell'B  Arbitrator,  112. 

«  New  York  Code,  §  836. 

13  General  Laws  of  Cal.,  par.  6451;  Lincoln  v,  Colusa  Co.,  28 
Cal.  662;  6ri|?Bby  v.  Burtnett,  31  id.  406;  Ex  parte  Ransom,  3  N.  Y. 
Code  R.  148;  Ex  parte  Fort  Plain  &  Cooperstown  Plank  Road  Co., 
W.  148;  see.  also,  New  York  Cent  R,.  R.  Oo,  v.  Maroni,  U  N.  Y. 
276;  Hatter  of  New  York,  27  N.  Y;.  St  Hep.  188. 

w  Gray  v.  Cook.  15  Abb.  Pf.  308. 

16  California  Code,  SS  1067,  1068;  see.  post.  Certiorari. 

i«  1  HIU.  lao;  Cooper  v.  Kinney,  2  Id.  12;  People  v.  Shepard,  28 
Cal.  115;  MUiken  v.  Huber,  21  id.  166;  People  v.  Dwinelle,  29  id. 
«32;  People  v.  Still  well.  19  N.  Y.  531;  Ondjjrdonk  v.  Supervisors  of 
Queens.  1  Hill,  195;  People  v.  Overseers  of  the  Poor,  44  Barb.  467; 
People  V.  Board  of  Pilots.  37  id.  126. 

"State  ex  rel.  Bamett  v.   Fifth   Dist.   Ct,  2  West  Coast  Rep. 
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S  12.  OonfeMton  of  Judgmtnt.  A  judgment  by  coafessio 
may  be  entered  without  action.*^ 

S  18.  Contempt.  Proceedings  in  punishment  for  cantemi 
are  not  actions.^*  Such  proceedings  may  be  for  a  contempt 
a  witness  or  a  party  for  disobedience  of  an  order  of  a  referee 
for  disobedience  of  a  subpoena;**  for  refusing  to  testify,  or 
allow  inspection  of  books;^  for  disobeying  a  writ  of  mandate 
injunction;**  for  sending  threatening  letter  to  a  grand  jury.' 

630;  People  v.  Delegates  of  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  14  i 
479.  Tbat  the  California  statute  is  afarmative  of  the  eomi 
law,  see  People  ▼.  Board  of  Delegates,  etc.,  14  Gal.  479;  Peopl 
Provines,  34  id.  520,  527,  oyemiling  People  ex  rel  Church  y.  Hei 
6  id.  679.  As  to  power  of  County  Courts  to  grant  writs  of  artio^ 
see  Wilcox  v.  Oakland,  49  Cal.  29,  where  such  power  is  dei 
except  in  aid  of  their  appellate  Jurisdiction.  It  can  not  be 
stitnted  for  ai^eal.  Id.  As  to  when  it  lies,  see  Cal.  P.  R.  R. 
y.  O.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  47  Cal.  528.  That  District  Courts  and  Judges 
authority  to  issue  the  writ,  see  Reynolds  v.  County  Court  of 
Joaquin,  47  Cal.  604,  and  Gallardo  v.  Hannah,  49  id.  136. 

18  Cal.  Code,  §  1132;  N.  T.  Code,  §  382;  Gunter  v.  Sanches,  1 
4.5,  48;  see  Cordier  v.  Schloss,  12  id.  143;  affirmed  in  S.  C,  1 
580;  and  cited  in  Wilcoxon  v.  Burton,  27  id.  228,  235;  87  Am. 
66,  in  which  the  latter  case  wasr  approved;  Allen  v.  Smillie,  1 
Pr.  354;  12  How.  Pr.  156;  Hill  v.  Northrop,  9  id.  525.  An 
statute  must  be  strictly  pursued.  Chapin  v.  Thompson,  20  OaJ 
So  of  proceedings  on  motion,  setting  aside  a  Judgment  by 
fession.  Belknap  v.  Waters,  11  N.  Y.  497;  compare  Bower; 
tension  Ctoe,  2  Abb.  Pr.  368.  Hie  purpose  and  true  interpre 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Code  regulating  confessions  of  jud 
are  explained  in  Hopkins  v.  Nelson,  24  N.  T.  518;  Neusba 
Kelm,  id.  325,  reversing  S.  C,  1  Hilt.  520;  7  Abb.  Pr.  23. 

19  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  1209. 

20  Page  V.  Randall,  6  Cal.  32. 

21  Cal.  Code,  $  1991;  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  Col.  &  O.  Gas. 

22  Forbes  v.  Meeker,  2  Edw.  452. 

23McOauley  v.  Brooks,  16  Cal.  11;  Gidden  Gate  H.,  etc., 
SiiperiOT  Court,  «>  id.  187. 

24  In  re  Tyler,  64  Cal.  434.  For  other  acts  which  may  eoi 
contempts,  see  Cal.  Code,  §  1209;  People  v.  Dorsey,  32  C« 
1  Tidd's  Pr.  479,  480;  4  Bl.  Com.  285;  4  Steph.  Com.  ^148;  E 
V.  Rice,  15  Abb.  Pr.  307;  Gray  v.  Cook,  id.  308;  §  5280.  />oj 
{provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  concerning  contempts  1 
York  are  not  affected  by  the  Code  of  Procedure.  They  ar< 
force  civil  remedies  and  protect  the  rights  of  parties.  P< 
Oompton,  1  Duer,  512;  In  re  Smethurst,  3  Code  R.  55;  2  Sac 
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I  14.  Contested  elections.  The  act  giving  jurisdiction  over 
contested  elections  to  the  county  judge  is  constitutional.  It  is 
one  of  the  "  8j>ecial  cases  "  provided  for  in  the  Constitution.^ 

i  14e.  Beterminatlon  of  heirship.  The  determination  of  the 
heirship  of  claimants  to  an  estate^  under  section  1664  of  the 
California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  is  a  "  special  proceeding," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  term  as  defined  in  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procednre." 

I  16.  Highways.  In  New  York,  an  appeal  before  referees  in 
highway  proceedings  ia  not  an  action.^  Nor  is  a  proceeding 
to  open  streets.^ 

i  16.  Indigent  relatlva  The  proceeding  to  compel  one  to 
support  an  indigent  relative  in  such  states  as  have  a  statute  on 
this  subject,  is  a  special  proceeding  under  the  act.^ 

I  17.  Insolvenej  cases.  Insolvency  cases  are  ^^  special  eases," 
and  it  was  an  exercise  of  legitimate  power  in  the  legislature  to 
confer  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  upon  both  County  and  District 
Conrta.**  Proceedings  in  insolvency  are  not  stricti  juris  either 
proeeedings  in  law  or  equity,  but  a  new  remedy  or  proceeding 
created  by  statute.'^ 

I  18b  Joint  debtors.  Proceedings  against  joint  debtors 
after  judgment  are  not  actions.^  In  proceedings  of  this  char- 
acter, does  the  cause  of  action  or  right  to  proceed  arise  upon 

SBaniiders  v.  Haynes,  18  Oal.  146;  approved  as  to  Jurisdiction 
tn  Stone  ▼.  Blkins,  24  id.  126,  126;  Dorsey  v.  Barry,  id.  452;  and 
cited  In  People  t.  Davis,  15  id.  91;  and  approved  as  to  such  being 
"special  cases "  in  Keller  v.  Gliapman,  34  Id.  685,  040. 

»  Smith  V.  Westerfield,  88  Oal.  374. 

^  People  V.  Flake,  14  How.  Pr.  627. 

» In  re  The  Bowery,  12  How.  Pr.  97. 

»  Havlland  v.  White,  7  How.  Pr.  154. 

>o  Harper  v.  Freelon,  6  Oal.  76;  approved  in  McNeil  v.  Borland, 
28  Id.  144,  148;  see,  also,  Frank  v.  Brady,  8  id.  47,  and  People 
ex  rtl  Orow  ▼.  Rasborongh,  29  id.  415,  418. 

SI  Cohen  ▼.  Barrett,  5  Oal.  195;  aiH[NX>ved  as  to  Jurisdiction  in 
"hisolrency  cases*'  in  Frank  t.  Brady,  8  id.  47.'  That  cases  in 
iosotvency  are  not  equity  cases,  approved  in  People  ex  nl  Orow 
V.  RwilMNroiigh,  29  Oal.  418.  A  proceeding  in  insolvency  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  special  proceeding  within  section  23  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.    In  re  Dennery,  89  Oal.  101. 

ttOaL  Code,  If  989-994;  N.  Y.  Code.  8  375. 
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judgment  or  upon  the  original  demand?  The  proceedings  b 
a  strong  similarity  to  the  action  of  scire  facias,  and  were 
doubt  intended  as  a  substitute  therefor.^  Such  a  proceed 
is  not  a  new  action,  and  the  party  served  can  not  have  the  act 
removed  into  a  federal  court.**  The  remedy  by  this  proceed 
is  merely  eumulative.*^ 

I  19.  Probate.  Probate  proceedings  are  aot  civil  act 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Practice  Act.*** 

§  20.  Referees.  A  proceeding  before  referees  is  not  an 
tion.*^  The  California  statute  concerning  referees  is  in  ai 
the  common-law  remedy  by  arbitration,  and  does  not  alte 
principles.^ 

§  21.  Beview  of  assessmeiit.  Proceedings  to  review  the 
of  assessors  appointed  to  assess  the  property  of  the  parties  1 
fited  by  the  construction  of  a  sewer  with  their  proporti* 
expense,  are  not  actions.^  A  proceeding  to  vacate  a  loci 
sessment  in  the  city  of  New  York  is  not  a  special  proceedi 
the  sense  of  the  Code.**^ 

$  22.  Specific  performance.  In  New  York,  proceedir 
compel  a  specific  performance  of  contract  of  ancestor  by 
of  deceased  are  not  actions.** 

« 
§  23.  Submission  of  controversy.    Parties  may  without 

agree  upon  a  case,  and  present  a  submission  of  the  same  1 

court  which  should  have  jurisdiction.*^    Such  a  proceed 

not  an  action.**  ' 

38  Alden  v.  Clark,  11  How.  Pr.  209,  213. 

34  Falrchild  v.  Durand,  8  Abb.  Pr.  305. 

35  Dean  v.  Eldridpe,  20  How.  Pr.  218. 

36  Estate  x>t  Scott,  15  Gal.  220;  Ex  parte  Smith,  58   id.   20 
penter  v.  Superior  Ck>urt,  75  id.  506;  see  In  re  Flint,  100  Id.  \ 

37  Cal.  Code,  §  636;  Plant  v.  Fleming,  20  Cal.  92;  People  v. 
14  How.  Pr.  527. 

38  Tyson  t.  Wells,  2  Cal.  122;  affirmed  in  Headley   v.    R 
322;  Grayson  v.  Guild,  4  id.  122;  Phelps  v.  Peabody,  7  id.  5S 

89  Porter  v.  Purdy,  29  N.  Y.  106;  86  Am.  Dec.  1283. 
*ORe  Dodd,  27  N.  T.  629;  Matter  of  Jetter,  78  id.  601. 

41  Hyatt  V.  Seely,  11  N.  Y.  52. 

42  Cal.  Code,  §  1138:  Crandall  v.  Amador  County,  20  Gal 
49  Lang  V.  Ropke,  1  Duer,  701,  702. 
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f  24.  Supplementary  proceedings.  Proceedings  supplement- 
ary to  execution  are  special  proceedings.** 

S  86.  Ttttimony.  Proceedings  to  perpetuate  testimony  are 
not  actionB.*^ 

III.  OF  PROVISIONAL  REMEDIES. 

f  26.  Provisional  remedies,  what  are.  Proceedings  before 
judgment  or  decree,  in  courts  exercising  equity  powers,  to  pro- 
vide for  the  safety  and  preservation  of  property  in  the  posses- 
sion of  an  adverse  party,  or  to  preserve  it  during  the  pendency 
of  an  appeal,  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  or  other  like  oflB- 
cer,  and,  in  some  cases,  the  disposition  of  the  property  after 
judgment  or  decree,  and  also  restraining  orders  or  injunctions 
pending  the  action,  which,  though  now  regulated  by  statute  in 
most  of  the  states,  existed  independently  of  it,  as  a  necessary 
incident  to  equitable  jurisdiction.  These  proceedings,  however, 
BO  far  as  they  are  defined  or  regulated  by  statute,  as  well  as 
others  created  by  the  statute,  are  usually  called  "  provisional 
remedies." 

The  provisional  remedies  created  by  the  statute,  or  which  have 
been  adopted  from  the  common  law,  are  intended  to  secure 
in  advance  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  which  is  sought 
to  be  obtained.  Of  these,  arrest  and  bail,  attachment  of  the 
defendant's  property,  and  replevin  or  claim  and  delivery,  are 
famiUar  examples.  These  provisional  remedies  will  be  treated 
of  in  connection  with  the  actions  in  which  they  may  be  re- 
Borfed  to. 

♦4  Gould  ▼.  Cbapin,  4  How.  Pr.  185;  Davis  v.  Turner,  id.  190; 
contra.  Dresser  v.  Van  Pelt,  15  id.  19.  Supplementary  proceedings, 
whether  had  before  or  after  the  return  of  the  execution  unsatisfied, 
at'e*  n<A  in  the  nature  of  a  new  action.  CoUinB  v.  Angell,  72  Oal. 
ril3«-  t*he  design  of  such  proceedings  is  to  summarily  determine 
the  property  of  the  debtor  liable  to  execution.  Feldenheimer  v. 
Tressel,  6  Dak.  265.  Important  issues  of  facts  respecting  property 
ri);ht8  and  bona  Hdes  of  transactions  may  not  be  determined  in  such 
proceedings  without  pleadings  or  issues  joined.  Wallace  v.  Mc- 
Uaghlin,  12  Utah,  411. 

«GsLOode,  8§  2063,  20B4. 


CHAPTER  II. 

JURISDICTION. 

I  d7.  Jiiri8diction>  what  is.     JuriBdiction  is  the  power  to  k< 
and  determine  a  case.^    In  a  more  general  sense  it  is  the  po^ 
to  make  law;  the  power  to  legislate  or  govern;  the  power 
right  to  exercise  authority.^    Each  branch  of  government  1 
its  functions  assigned^  and  is  beyond  the  control  of  the  otl 
departments  of  government.'    Thus  legislative  functions  < 
not  be  exercised  by  the  judiciary.'*    Nor  can  the  courts  of  j 
tice  interfere  with  the  political  powers  of  the  legislature.*^ 
marked  distinction  exists  between  jurisdiction  and  the  exen 
of  jurisdiction.    When  jurisdiction  has  attached^  all  that 
lows  is  but  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  but  jurisdiction  d 
not  attach  until  the  conditions  upon  which  it  depends  are  J 
filled* 

I  28.  Jurisdiction  in  general.      The  jurisdiction  of   a  cc 
will  generally  be  presumed  in  the  case  of  superior  courts, 
courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  where  the  want  of  it  does 
appear  upon  the  record.'^    But  this  presumption  may  be  rel 
ted  by  the  record  of  the  entire  case  disclosing  a  want  of  j\j 

1  United  States  v.  Arredondo,  6  Pet  601,  702;  Grignon's  Lease 
Astor,  2  How.  319,  338;  O.  P.  B.  R  Go.  v.  Placer  Co.,  48  Gal. 
Sherer  v.  Superior  Court,  06  id.  653;  State  v.  Wbitford,  04  ^ 
157;  Mining  €k>.  v.  Schoolfield,  10  Ool.  46. 

2  Taylor  v.  Horde,  1  Burr,  lia 

3  Parsons  v.  Toulumne  County  Water  Co.,  5  Oal.  43;  0B  Am. 
76. 

^  People  V.  Town  of  Nevada,  6  Oal.  143;  approved  in  OaLto 
Rossi,  9  id.  505;  Stone  v.  Elkins,  24  id.  125;  Peofrte  v.  Sandei 
30  id.  167. 

fi  Noagues  v.  Douglass,  7  Cal.  65;  cited  in  McOauley  ▼.  Bn 
16  Id.  11,  43;  Napa  Valley  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Napa  Co.,  30  Id.  435. 

sPurgeeon  v.  Jones,  17  Greg.  2D4;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  806.  J 
diction  carries  with  it  the  power  to  decide  wrong  as  well  aa  r 
Nicklln  V.  Hobin,  13  Oreg.  406. 

7  Nelson  v.  Lemon.  10  Cal.  50:  N^son  v.  Mitchell,  id.  93:  J 
son  V.  Sepulveda,  5  Id.  140;  Orewell  v.  Henderson,  7  id.  290;  ( 
w,  Hawes,  8  id.  562;  Carpentler  v.  Oakland,  30  id.  439;  appr 
in  ITahn  t.  Kelly,  34  id.  391;  94  Am.  Dec.  74Z  which    autti 
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diction.*  And  where  jurisdiction  is  limited  by  the  Constitutioa 
or  bj  fltatnte,  the  consent  of  parties  can  not  confer  it  upon  the 
conrty  except  where  the  limitation  is  in  regard  to  certain  per- 
sona. In  such  case  they  may,  if  competent,  waive  their  exemp- 
tion and  confer  jurisdiction.®  And  conversely  the  agreement 
of  paitiea  can  not  operate  to  divest  a  court  of  its  jurisdiction.^^ 
So  where  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  has  summary  powers 
conferred  upon  it,  which  are  wholly  derived  from  statute,  aad 
not  exercised  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  Jaw,  or 
are  no  part  of  its  general  jurisdiction,  its  decisions  must  be  re- 
garded and  treated  like  those  of  courts  of  limited  and  special 
jniiadiction.^^  The  distinction  which  exists  between  the  want 
of  jniiadiction  and  jurisdiction  irregularly  acquired  or  exercised, 
ahonld  be  carefully  noted.  In  the  first  case,  the  judgment  can 
be  attacked  in  any  form  directly  or  collaterally;  ip  the  second, 
only  by  direct  proceeding  in  the  court  which  rendered  it.^  The 
rule  la,  that  when  judicial  tribunals  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
snlqect^matter  on  which  they  assume  to  act,  their  proceedings 
are  absolutely  void;  but,  when  they  have  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter, irregularities  or  illegality  in  their  proceedings  does 
not  render  them  absolutely  void,  though  they  may  be  avoided 
by  thnely  and  proper  objection.^' 

I  fl9u  Jmladiction  at  chainbem.  The  general  rule  is,  that  all 
judicial  business  must  be  transacted  in  court,  and  that  there 
must  be  some  express  warrant  of  the  statute  to  authorise  any 
of  it  to  be  transacted  at  chambers.^^    A  judge  at  chambers 

dtfls  Forties  v.  Hyde,  81  Oal.  M2;  Sharp  v.  Daugney,  88  Id.  805; 
and  see  Clark  v.  Sawyer,  48  Id.  133;  Hughes  v.  Cummings»  1  West 
Coast  Bei».  606;  Smith  v.  Montoya*  8  N.  Mex.  89;  White  v.  Bspey,  21 
Greg.  381;  K^y  v.  Kelly,  161  Mass.  118;  42  Am.  St  Rep.  896;  Bstate 
of  Bichbofr,  101  Oal.  600. 

a  Smith  V.  Montoya,  8  N.  Max.  80;  Atchlsoo,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Nkh^dls,  8  Ool.  188. 

•  Qray  v.  Hawes,  8  Oal.  560;  Norwood  v.  Kenlleld,  84  id.  SS^; 
Bates  ▼.  Gage,  40  id.  188. 

M  llQldrow  V.  Norris,  2  Gal.  74;  50  Am.  Dee.  818. 

n  Porgeson  v.  Jones,  17  Greg.  204;  11  Am.  St  Rep.  808L 

IS  Whitwell  T.  Barbier,  7  Gal.  54,  64;  approved  in  Peck  v.  Strauss, 
33id.68& 

ttTown  of  Wayne  v.  Oaldwell,  1  S.  Di^.  483;  36  Am.  St  Rep. 
750. 

M  Lsreo  V.  Oasaneuava,  30  Oal.  560;  Norwood  v.  Kenfleld,  84  id. 

2 


§  30  QEKERAL  PRINCIPLES.  1< 

lias  no  power  to  make  an  order  directing  the  clerk  of  his  couri 
to  enter  in  the  minutes  of  the  court  nunc  pro  tunc,  an  ordei 
alleged  to  have  been  made  in  open  court.**^  Nor  to  make  ai 
order  setting  aside  an  execution  issued  on  a  judgment,  an( 
perpetually  staying  the  enforcement  of  the  same.**  Nor  t 
entertain  motions  to  strike  out  pleadings  or  parts  of  pleadings.^ 
In  Washington  territory  a  judge  of  the  district  court  has  powe 
to  render  judgment  at  his  chambers^  and  out  of  term,  in  a  cae 
where  the  defendant  has  made  default.*®  A  District  Court  i 
Idaho  has  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  a  proceeding  for  the  condemm 
tion  of  lands,  or  to  enter  judgment  or  a  decree  therein,  under  tl: 
statute  (Rev.  Stats.,  Idaho,  §§  3890-3910),  at  chambers.*® 

§  80.  Ck>ncurrent  Jurisdiction.  There  is  nothing  in  tl 
nature  of  jurisdiction  which  renders  it  exclusive.^  But,  on  tl 
contrary,  it  may  be  concurrent.^*  The  legislature,  however,  ci 
not  confer  on  one  court  the  functions  and  powers  which  tl 
Constitution  has  given  to  another,  where  that  jurisdiction  is  e 
elusive.^  But  if  exclusive  jurisdiction  be  not  conferred  up< 
a  court  by  the  Constitution,  then  the  legislature  may  conf 
on  other  courts  the  powers  and  functions  which  the  Constit 
tion  has  conferred  on  that  court.^    The  grant  of  original  jur 

15  Hegeler  v.  HenckeU,  27  Oal.  491. 

16  Bond  V.  Paeheco,  30  Cal.  530;  'Norwood  v.  Kenfield,  34  Id.  3! 
332. 

17  Larco  v.  Casaneuava,  30  Cal.  500;  Norwood  v.  Kenfleld,  34 
332. 

i«  Mume  V.  Schwabacher  Bros.  &  Co.,  2  West  Coast  Rep.  799. 

19  WashiDgton,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Coeur  d'Alene  Railway  &  Nj 
Co.,  2  Idaho,  891.  A  Judge's  chambers  are  not  conflnecl  to  the  pit 
for  tife  usual  transaction  of  Judicial  business  not  required  to 
dono  in  open  court,  but  chamber  business  may  be  done  where' 
the  Judge  may  be  found  within  the  proper  Jurisdiction  of  the  coi 
fn  re  Lux.  100  Cal.  5a3;  Von  Schmidt  v.  Widl>er.  99  id.  511:  In 
Neagle,  14  Sawyer,  265. 

20T)erafield  v.  State  of  lUinois,  2  HIU.  157,  164. 

21  Perry  v.  Ames,  26  Cal.  372;  approved  in  Cariaga  v.  I>rycl 
.30  id.  246;  Knowles  v.  Yeates,  31  id.  90;  and  Courtwright  v.  B 
Kiver  &  Auburn  Water  &  Min.  Co.,  30  id.  585. 

22  Ooifrtwright  v.  Bear  River  &  Auburn  Water  Co.,  30  Oal.  5» 

23  reiT>'  V.  Ames,  26  Cal.  372;  see,  also,  Courtwright  v.  B 
Rivei"  &  Auburn  Water  &  Min.  Co.,  30  id.  585.  This  has  been  pra 
<ally  demonstrated  in  American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  id.  300;  cited 
Hill  V.  Smith,  id.  476:  see,  also.  People  v.  Dayidson,  30  id.  2 
Warner  v.  Steamer  Uncle  Sam,  9  id.  697. 
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• 

diction  in  the  CooBtitution,  to  a  particular  court,  of  a  class  of 
cases,  without  any  words  excluding  other  courts  from  exercising 
jurisdiction  in  the  same  cases,  does  not  necessarily  deprive  other 
courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.^     Thus  juris- 
diction in  rem  may  exist  in  several  courts  at  the  same  time  on 
the  same  subject.^     But  the  court  whose  mesne  or  final  process 
has  made  the  first  actual  seizure  of  the  thing,  must  have  ex- 
clusive power  over  its  disposal  and  the  distribution  of  the  fund 
arising  therefrom,  and  the  judgments  of  all  other  courts,  when 
properly  authenticated  and  filed  in  the  court  having  custody  of 
the  fund,  must  be  regarded  as  complete  adjudications  of  the 
i^ubject-matter  of  litigation,  and  be  entitled  to  distribution  ac- 
cordingly."    And  an  action  for  the  nondelivery  of  freight  may 
exist  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  contemporane- 
ously with  an  action  for  freight  money  in  a  state  court,  without 
fear  or  danger  of  any  collision  or  clashing  of  jurisdiction.^^ 
As  a  general  rule,  however,  courts  can  not  interfere  with  the 
judgments  or  decrees  of    other    courts    of    concurrent    juris- 
diction.^ 

f  31.  JnriBdiction  of  state  courts.  State  courts  have  juris- 
<iietion  in  the  following  cases,  among  others,  over  subject- 
matter  situated  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the  United 
States  government,  or  over  parties,  subjects  of  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment, resident  within  the  state: 

(ly Assault  and  battery, —  In  an  action  for  assault  and  battery 

^Courtwrlght  v.  Bear  River  &  Auburn  Water  &  Min.  CJo.,  30 
Cal.  573. 

»Averin  V.  The  Hartford,  2  Oal.  309;  affirmed  in  Taylor  v. 
Bteftmer  Columbia.  5  id.  272;  Meiggs  v.  Scannell,  7  id.  408;  Fisher 
V.  White.  8  id.  422. 

»  RaBsell  V.  Alvarez,  5  Cal.  48. 

27  Id.  State  courts  have  concurrent  juriBdlction  with  the  federal 
<'onrt8  to  collect  the  assets  of  a  bankrupt,  whether  legal  or  equi- 
table. Wente  v.  Young,  12  Hun.  220.  As  between  courts,  of  con- 
current Jurisdiction,  the  court  first  acquiring  jurisdiction  will 
retain  It  throughout.  Louden  Canal  Co.  v.  Ditch  Co.,  22  Col.  102; 
Haywood  v.  Johnson.  41  Mich.  598;  see  Brown  v.  CampbeU,  110 
Cal.  644. 

» Anthony  v.  Dunlap,  8  Cal.  26;  aflarmed  in  Uhlfelder  v.  I^vy," 
^  id.  614;  Revalk  v.  Kraemer.  8  id.  66;  68  Am.  Dec.  304.  For  a 
^•ore  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  exclusive  and  concurrent  Juris- 
•^Hion  of  courts  than  the  limits  or  purposes  of  this  work  admit 
«t  see  1  Pomeroy's  Bq.  Jur.,  §§  146-189. 
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in  a  United  States  navy  yard^  although  the  state  has  cedei 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  that  place  to  the  United  States.^  S( 
also»  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  crimes  committed  in  th 
United  States  military  reservation  of  Fori;  Leavenworth.'®  Th 
act  bf  the  legislature^  ceding  the  navy  yard  at  Brooklyn  to  tli 
United  States  —  which  provides  that  the  cession  ''shall  n< 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  state"  within  tl 
same  —  has  the  effect  of  preserving  the  jurisdiction  of  tl 
state  over  offenses  committed  on  board  a  government  ship  i 
the  navy  yard,  and  over  the  person  of  the  offender.'* 

(2)  Contracts, —  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  over  actio] 
on  a  contract  made  in  a  foreign  country;'^  or  of  an  action  < 
a  policy  of  insurance  issued  in  the  state  by  a  resident  age 
of  a  foreign  insurance  company.^ 

(3)  Custotns  and  duties. —  Of  actions  by  collectors  of  Unit 
States  customs  upon  receiptor's  agreement;'^  and  of  actions 
bonds  given  for  duties  to  the  United  States.** 

(4)  Foreign  governments  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  state  cou 
in  their  federative  names.*^ 

(5)  Foreign  residents. —  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  in  j 
tions  against  foreign  executors  or  administrators  who  are  re 
dents  of  the  state.*^ 

(6)  Habeas  corpus. —  To  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  perse 
enlisted  in  the  United  States  army.** 

»  ArmstroDg  v.  Foote,  11  Abb.  Pr.  384;  but  see  Dibble  ▼.  GUj 
31  How.  Pr.  420. 

30  Olay  V.  State,  4  Kan.  48. 

SI  People  V.  Lane,  1  Bdm.  116;  see  chap.  56,  Gal.  St  1887. 

32  Skinner  v.  Tinker  34  Barb.  838. 

38  Bums  T.  Provincial  Insurance  Oo.,  36  Barb.  025;  Watson 
Oabot  Bank,  8  Sandf.  423. 

84  Saiily  V.  Cleveland,  10  Wend.  155. 

85  United  States  v.  I>odge,  14  Johna  85. 

86  Republic  of  Mexico  v.   Arrangois,   11   How.  Pr.    1;    Mills 
Thursby,  2  Abb.  Pr.  437;  RepnMic  of  Mexico  v.  Arrangois,  3 
470;  Manning  v.  State  of  Nicaragua,  14  How.  Pr.  517;  Delafield 
State  of  Illinois,  26  Wend.  182;  BurraU  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige  Ch.  1 
Gibson  v.  Woodwortli  8  id.  132. 

87  Gulick  V.  Gulick,  33  Barb.  82;  21  How.  Pr.  22:  Montalvan 
Glover,  32  Barb.  180;  Sere  v.  Ooit,  5  Abb.  Pr.  482.  The  courts 
New  York  have  no  jurisdiction  in  an  action  at  law  against  fore 
executors  or  administrators.    Metcalf  v.  CHark,  41  Barb.  45. 

88  R,  Oarlton,  7  Oow.  471;  Re  Dabb,  12  Abb.  Pr.  113;  Re  Phel 
8  id.  286;  United  States  v.  Wyngall,  5  Hill,  16;  Re  Ferynsoo 
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(7)  Property  out  of  state. —  Where  juriBdietion  of  the  person 

18  acqmred,  state  courts  have  equitable  jurisdictioii  in  actions 

respecting  real  estate^  even  if  the  property  is  situated  out  of 

the  state.^    They  have  jurisdiction  in  an  action  for  a  breach 

of  ooY^uuGLt  to  convejr  real  property  situated  in  a  foreign  state.^ 

ThuBy  in  the  leading  case  of  Penn  v.  Lord  Baltimore^  1  Yes. 

Sen.  444,  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  lands  lying  in 

America  was  decreed  in  England.    So,  also,  in  the  case  of 

The  Earl  of  Ealdare  v.  Sir  Morrice  Eustace  and  Fitzgerald,  1 

Yem.  419,  it  was  held  that  a  trust  in  relation  to  lands  lying 

in  Ireland  may  be  enforced  in  England  if  the  trustee  live  in 

England.     So  if  the  subject  of  the  contract  or  trust  be  within 

the  jurisdiction,  but  the  parties  are  not.^    But  the  state  courts 

have  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  injury  to  real  estate  out 

of  that  state.** 

(8)  Torts  generally. —  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  ac- 
tions for  torts  committed  in  a  foreign  state,  where  the  defendant 
is  served  with  process  within  the  state.^  So,  also,  for  a  fraud- 
ulent conspiracy  formed  in  another  state.^ 

(9)  United  States  or  U.  S.  officers. —  The  United  States  or 
a  state  may  consent  to  be  sued  in  a  state  court.^  Or  an  action 
may  be  maintained  in  a  state  court  against  officers  of  the  United 
States  government  in  certain  cases.^ 

Johns.  239.  As  to  Jurisdiction  by  habeas  corpus  on  a  commitment 
by  a  court  of  the  United  States,  see  Re  Barrett,  42  Barb.  479;  In  re 
Hosted,  1  Johns.  Gas.  136;  Re  Hopson,  40  Barb.  34. 

8»lfiiflBioa  V.  Belden,  6  Abb.  Pr.  165;  Ward  v.  Arredondo,  Hopk. 
Cb.  243:  Shattncls  v.  Oassidy,  3  Edw.  Oh.  152;  Slatter  v.  Carroll.  2 
Sandf.  Ch.  573;  De  Klyn  v.  Watkins,  3  id.  185;  D'lvemois  v. 
Leavitt,  23  Barb.  63;    see  i  55,  post 

«Mott  V.  Ooddingrton  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  290;  Bailey  v.  Rider. 
10  N.  Y.  363;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  id.  327;  78  Am.  Dec.  192;  Newton 
T.  Bronson,  13  N.  Y.  587;  67  Am.  Dec.  89;  Fenner  v.  Sanborn,  37 
Barb.  610. 

^lArglasae  v.  Muschamp,  1  Vem.  75;  Toller  v.  Carteret,  2  id. 
494;  Wa^er  v.  Watts,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  148;  Cleveland  v.  Burnell. 
25  Barb.  532;  Newton  v.  Bronson,  13  N.  Y.  587;  67  Am.  Dec.  89: 
BoarlTe  v.  McLaughlin,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  July  Term    1869. 

«Mott  V.  Coddington,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  290;  Watts  v.  Kinney. 
6  Iim,  82. 

*»8o  held  in  New  York.  Hull  v.  Vreeland.  18  Abb.  Pr.  182; 
Latoorette  v.  Otork,  45  Barb.  323. 

44Ma88ina  v.  Belden,  6  Abb.  Pr.  165. 

^People  of  Michigan  v.  Phoenix  Bank.  4  Bosw.  363. 

^Ripl^  V.  Gelston,  9  Johns.  201;  6  Am.  Dec.  271;  In  re  Stacy. 


§§  32,  33  GENERAL  PRINCIPLES. 

§  32.  Within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  means  withiii 
state.*^  But  whenever  the  statute  prescribes  certain  sjx 
fie  acts  to  be  done  as  prerequisites  to  the  acquiring  of  jurisc 
tion,  such  acts  must  be  substantially  performed  in  the  man 
prescribed.*®  The  jurisdiction, of  state  courts  extends  to  ht 
ing  and  determining  cases  left  pending  In  the  late  United  St£ 
Territorial  Courts.** 

§  88.  Constitutional  Jurisdiction  of  California  courts.     In  C 
fomia^  prior  to  the  adoption,  in  1879,  of  the  present  C 
stitution,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  courts  was  fixed  by 
Constitution,  which  prescribed  that  "  the  judicial  powers  of 
state  shall  be  vested  in  a  Supreme  Court,  in  District  Courts 
County  Courts,  in  Probate  Courts,  and  in  justices  of  the  po 
and  in  such  recorders  and  other  inferior  courts  as  the  legi 
ture  may  establish  in  any  incorporated  city  or  town."'^     ' 
Constitution  of  1879  made  radical  changes  in  the  judicial 
tern  of  the  state.     Among  other  things,  it  abolished  the 
trict.  County,  and  Probate  Courts,  as  separate  tribunals, 
vested  the  jurisdiction  formerly  exercised  by  them  in  Supo 
Courts.     The  present  Constitution  provides  *'  that  the  judi 
power  of  the  state  shall  be  vested  in  the  Senate  sitting  i 
court  of  impeachment,  in  a  Supreme  Court,  Superior  Coi 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  such  inferior  courts  as  the  legisla 
may  establish  in  any  incorporated   city  or  town,   or  cit^ 
county."^^     Under  its  former  judicial  system,  the  Califo 
courts  established  several  propositions  which  are  equally 
plicable  to  the  system  now  in  existence.     Among  such  proj 
tions  are  that  the  legislature  can  not  confer  other  than  jud 
functions    upon    any   court.^^    That   municipal    and    inf( 

10  Johns.  328;  Hoyt  v.  Gelston,  13  id.  141;  Wilson  v.   McKe 
7  Hill,  95;  42  Am.  Dec.  51;  TeaU  v.  Pelton,  1  N.  Y.  537;  49 
Dec.  352;  McButt  v.  Murray,  10  Abb.  Pr.  19«>. 

47  People  v.  McCauley,  1  Cal.  380;  SteveDS  v.  Irwin,  12  id. 

48  steel  V.  Steel,  1  Nev.  27:  Paul  v.  Armstrong,  id.  82. 

49  Hastings  v.  Johnson,  2  Nev.  190.  State  courts  have  no  j 
diction  to  declare  rights  of  adverse  claimants  to  puWic  lo 
Grandin  v.  La  Bar,  3  N.  Dak.  446. 

50  Cal.  Const,  (old),  art.  6,  §  1. 

51  Cal.  Const.  11879),  art.  6,  §  1. 

52  So  held  in  Burgoyne  v.  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco,  5  d 
which  was  affirmed  in  Exline  v.  Smith,  id.  113;  People  v.  A 
gate,  Id.  295;  Dickey  v.  Hurlburt,  Id.  344;  Thompson  v.  Willi 
e  id.  89;  People  v.  Town  of  Nevada,  id.   144;  Tuolumne  C^ 
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courts  can  only  be  of  inferior^  limited^  and  special  jurisdiction^ 
and  can  not  go  beyond  the  power  conferred  upon  them  by  stat- 
ute, nor  can  they  assume  power  by  implication.*^*    Where  the 
statute  creating  a  new  hght  and  a  particular  remedy  for  viola- 
tion thereof,  provides  that  the  remedy  must  be  pursued  in  a 
particular  court,  no  other  court  has  jurisdiction.^    In  such  case 
the  statute  must  be  strictly  pursued."    The  Constitution  not 
having  defined  the  jurisdiction  of  the  municipal  courts  au- 
thorized to  be  established,  it  is  left  to  be  regulated  by  the  legis- 
lature under  its  general  powers.^ 

I  34.  FoTxnation  of  the  California  Supreme  Court.  The  Su- 
preme Court  of  California  as  it  exists  under  the  present  Con- 
stitution consists  of  a  chief  justice  and  six  associate  justices. 
The  court  may  sit  in  department  and  in  bank,  and  is  always 
open  for  the  transaction  of  business.  There  are  two  depart- 
ments, denominated,  respectively,  department  one  and  depart- 
ment two.  The  chief  justice  is  empowered  to  assign  three  of  the 
associate  justices  to  each  department.  Such  assignment  may 
be  changed  by  him  from  time  to  time,  and  the  associate  justices 
may  interchange  among  themselves  by  agreement.  Each  de- 
partment has  power  to  hear  and  determine  causes  and  all  ques- 
tions arising  therein,  subject  to  the  constitutional  provisions  in 
relation  to  the  court  in  bank.    The  presence  of  three  justices 

Stanllaufl  Oo.,  Id.  442;  Phelan  v.  San  Francisco,  id.  540;  Harden- 
hxffg  V.  Kldd.  10  id.  403;  People  v.  Bircham.  12  Id.  55;  Phelan  v. 
Sad  Francisco,  20  id.  42;  People  v.  Sanderson,  30  Id.  16T;  but  in 
People  V.  Provines.  34  id.  525,  the  case  of  Burgoyne  v.  Supervisors 
of  San  Francisco  was  commented  on  and  overruled  (obiter  dictum); 
w^,  also.  People  v.  Bush,  40  id.  344. 

M  Meyer  v.  Kalkmann,  6  Cal.  582,  cited  in  Kenyon  v.  Welty,  20 
id.  640;  81  Am.  Dec.  137:  Ctourtwrfght  v.  Bear  Elver  &  Auburn 
Water  &  Mln.  Co.,  30  Oal.  579;  Winter  v.  Fitzpatrick,  35  id.  269: 
Moriey  v.  Elkins,  37  Id.  454.  Where  a  particular  Jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred upon  an  inferior  court  or  tribunal,  Ita  decision,  when  acting 
within  its  jurisdiction,  is  final,  unless  provision  is  made  for  an  ap- 
peal from  such  decision.  City  of  Huron  v.  Carter,  5  S.  Dak.  4;  Min- 
ing Co.  V.  Railroad  Co.,  2  id.  546;  see  Belser  v.  Hoffschneider,  104 
Cal.  456.  The  term  "  municipal  courts "  includes  mayors'  and  re- 
corder's courts,  rridias  v.  MorriU,  22  CaL  478;  approved  in  Uridins 
V.  Buzee,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  July  Term,  1863;  and  cited  in  People  v.  Pro- 
vines. 34  Cal.  520. 

^  Smith  V.  Omnibus  R.  R.  Co.,  36  Cal.  281. 

K  Cohen  v.  Barrett,  5  Cal.  19.^>. 

MUridiaB  v.  Morrill,  22  Cal.  473. 
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ifi  neceflflary  to  traiiBact  any  busineaa  in  either  of  the  depti 
mentfi,  except  such  as  may  be  done  at  chambers^  and  the  co! 
currence  of  three  justices  is  necessary  to  pronounce  a  judgmei 
The  chief  justice  apportions  the  business  to  the  departmen 
and  may^  in  his  discretion^  order  any  cause  pending  before  t 
court  to  be  heard  and  decided  by  the  court  in  bank.  The  ore 
may  be  made  before  or  after  judgment  pronounced  by  a  depa 
ment;  but  where  a  cause  has  been  allotted  to  one  of  the  depa 
ments,  and  a  judgment  pronounced  thereon^  the  order  must 
made  within  thirty  days  after  such  judgment,  and  concurred 
by  two  of  the  justices,  and  if  so  made  it  shall  have  the  effect 
vacate  and  set  aside  the  judgment.  Any  four  justices  m 
either  before  or  after  judgment  by  a  department,  order  a  ( 
to  be  heard  in  bank.  If  the  order  be  not  made  within 
time  above  limited,  the  judgment  is  final.  No  judgment  \ 
department  becomes  final  until  the  expiration  of  the  perio< 
thirty  days,  unless  approved  by  the  chief  justice,  in  writ 
with  the  concurrence  of  two  associated  justices.  The  c 
justice  may  convene  the  court  in  bank  at  any  time,  and  is 
presiding  justice  of  the  court  when  so  convened.  The  cor 
rence  of  four  justices  present  at  the  argument  is  necessar 
pronounce  a  judgment  in  bank;  but  if  four  justices,  so  pre 
do  not  concur  in  a  judgment,  then  all  the  justices  qualific 
sit  in  the  cause  shall  hear  the  argument;  but  to  render  a  j 
ment  a  concurrence  of  four  judges  is  necessary.  In  the  d 
mination  of  causes  all  decisions  of  the  court  in  bank  or  ii 
partments  must  be  given  in  writing,  and  the  grounds*  oi 
deciBions  shall  be  stated.  The  chief  justice  may  sit  in  e 
department,  and  shall  preside  when  so  sitting,  but  the  juj 
assigned  to  each  department  shall  select  one  of  their  nu 
as  presiding  justice.  In  case  of  the  absence  of  the  chiei 
tice  from  the  place  at  which  the  court  is  held,  or  his  ina 
to  act,  the  associate  justices  shall  select  one  of  their  own 
ber  to  perform  the  duties  and  exercise  the  powers  of  the 
jiiHtice  during  such  absence  or  inability  to  act." 

§  35.  Election  and  term  of  office  of  justices.    The  chic 

tico   and   the   associate   justices   of   the    California    Su 
Court  are  elected  by  the  qualified  electors  of  the  state  at 
at  the  general  state  elections,  at  the  times  and  places  at 
state  officers  are  elected.     Their  terms  of  office  shall  be 

67  Cal.  CJonst  (1879),  art  6,  §  2. 
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yeen,  from  and  after  the  first  Monday  after  the  lat  day  of 
January  next  succeeding  their  election;  provided,  that  the  six 
assoeiate  justices  elected  at  the  first  election  shall  at  their  first 
meeting  so  classify  themselves,  by  lot,  that  two  of  them  shall 
go  out  of  office  at  the  end  of  four  years,  two  of  them  at  the  end 
of  eight  years,  and  two  of  them  at  the  end  of  twelve  years.  If 
a  TBcancy  occur  in  the  office  of  a  justice,  the  governor  shall  ap- 
pdnt  a  person  to  hold  the  office  until  the  election  and  qualifica- 
tion of  a  justice  to  fill  the  vacancy,  which  election  shall  take 
place  at  the  next  succeeding  general  election;  and  the  justice 
60  elected  shall  hold  the  office  for  the  remainder  of  the  unex- 
pired term.  The  first  election  of  justices  under  the  present 
Constitution  was  had  at  the  first  general  election  after  the  adop- 
tion and  ratification  of  the  Constitution  of  1879.^ 

I  36.  Jurisdiction  of  California  Suprenie  Court.  In  general, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  California  is  clothed  by  the  Constitution 
with  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  Chancery  and 
of  King's  Bench  in  England.**  Its  jurisdiction  is  original  to 
a  certain  extent,  but  mainly  appellate.  The  Constitution  gives 
it  appellate  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  in  equity,  except  such  as 
arise  in  Justices'  Courts;  also,  in  all  cases  at  law  which  involve 
the  title  or  possession  of  real  estate,^  or  the  legality  of  any 
tax,  impost,  assessment,  toll,  or  municipal  fine,  or  in  which 
the  demand,  exclusive  of  interest  or  the  value  of  the  property 
m  controversy,  amounts  to  three  hundred  dollars;  also,  in  cases  of 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  in  proceedings  in  insolvency,*^ 

»  CSal.  Const.  (1879),  art.  6,  §  3. 

^Es  parte  Attorney-General,  1  Cal.  85. 

^  Is  actions  for  damages  to  real  property,  when  the  question  of 
title  ifl  involved,  it  has  appellate  jurisdiction,  although  the  damages 
claimed  are  less  than  $300.    Doherty  v.  Thayer,  31  Cal.  140. 

'^Conant  v.  Conant,  10  Cal.  249;  70  Am.  Dec.  717;  approved  in 
Perry  t.  Ames,  26  Cal.  386;  People  v.  Rosborough,  20  id.  418; 
Conrtwrlght  v.  Bear  River  &  Auburn  Water  &  Mining  Co..  30  id. 
■»79;  affirmed  in  Knowles  v.  Tates,  31  id.  84;  Dumphy  v.  Ouindon, 
13  Id.  30.  So  in  cases  of  divorce.  Conant  v.  Conant,  10  id.  249; 
'^  Am.  Dee.  717.  So  in  cases  of  contested  elections  on  appeal 
from  Oounty  Courts.  Middleton  v.  Oould,  5  Cal.  190;  Knowles  v. 
Tatis,  31  id.  82;  affirmed  in  Day  v.  Jones,  id.  2(^.  On  questions 
of  frand  made  in  petition  of  insolvent  debtor.  Flsk  v.  His  Creditors, 
12  CaL  281;  approved  in  People  v.  Shepard,  28  id.  IIB;  People  v. 
RoBborough.  29  id.  418.  As  to  appellate  jurisdiction  generally,  see 
Hoii|rt)ton*8  Appesl.  42  id.  .^5. 
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and  ip  all  such  probate  matters  as  may  be  provided  by  kw 
also,  in  all  criminal  cases  prosecuted  by  indictment  or  inforn 
tion  in  a  court  of  record  on  questions  of  law  alone.®  The  coi 
also  has  power  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus,  certiorari,  prohi 
tion,  and  habeas  corpus,  and  all  other  writs  necessary  or  pro] 
to  the  complete  exercise  of  its  appellate  jurisdiction.**  Ei 
of  the  justices  has  power  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  uj 
petition  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  person  held  in  actual  custo 
and  may  make  such  writs  returnable  before  himself,  or 
Supreme  Court,  or  before  any  Superior  Court  in  the  state, 
before  any  judge  thereof.^  z^. 

«2The  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  In  pivt 
matters  is  regulated  by  section  963,  Bubdivision  3  of  the  CkKi» 
Civil  Procedure.    See  In  re  Hathaway,  111  Cal.  270. 

^The  Supreme  Court  may  exercise  its  appellate  jurisdictioi 
criminal  cases  confined  to  felony.  People  v.  Applegate,  5  Cal.  : 
affirmed  in  People  v.  Vlck,  7  Id.  165;  People  v.  Johnson,  30  id. 
People  V.  Shear,  7  id.  130;  People  v.  Fowler,  9  id.  86;  Peoph 
Apgar,  35  id.  389;  see,  also.  People  v.  Cornell,  16  id.  187;  Pi> 
V.  War,  20  id.  117;  People  v.  Bumey,  29  id.  459;  People  v.  Jo 
31  id.  576;  Wheeler  v.  Donnell,  110  id.  655.  The  question  whe 
the  Supreme  Court  has  Jurisdiction  to  review  criminal  cases  v 
questions  of  fact,  raised,  but  not  decided.  People  v.  Dodtjo 
Cal.  455:  89  Am.  Dec.  129.  From  a  judgment  convicting  a  pe 
of  contempt,  and  imposing  on  him  a  fine  exceeding  $^iuo, 
appeal  lies.  Although  contempt  pr6ceedings  are  criminal  in  t 
nature,  they  are  not  prosecuted  by  indictment  or  in  for  ma 
Tyler  v.  Connolly,  65  Cal.  28.  The'  Supreme  Court  has  appe 
jurisdiction  in  revise,  modify,  or  reverse  judgments  qf  the  8ii]x 
Court  i-endored  without  jurisdiction.  Smith  v.  Westfield,  88  0:il. 

wThe  Supreme  Court  has  original  jurisdiction  to  issue  wrli 
habeas  corpus,  mandamus,  certiorari,  and  prohibition,  and  may  exe 
its  appellate  jurisdiction  by  means  of  such  writs.  Ex  parte 
torney-General,  1  Cal.  87;  Warner  v.  Hall,  id.  90;  Warner  v.  B 
id.  91;  Tyler  v.  Houghton,  25  id.  28:  Miller  v.  Board  of  S 
visors  Sac  Co.,  id.  93;  People  v.  Loucks,  28  id.  71;  Court w 
V.  Bear  Riv.  &  Aub.  Wat.  &  Min.  Co.,  30  id.  585;  Perry  v.  A 
26  id.  383;  Caulfield  v.  Hudson,  3  id.  380;  Reed  v.  McCormi 
Id.  342;  Parsons  v.  Tuolumne,  5  id.  43;  63  Am.  Dec.  76;  Towi 
V.  Brooks,  5  Cal.  52;  Zander  v.  Coe,  id.  230;  People  v.  Apple 
id.  295;  People  v.  Fowler,  9  id.  86;  People  v.  Turner,  1  Id.  14 
Am.  Dec.  295;  White  v.  Lighthall,  1  Cal.  347;  Pureell  v.  Mel 
14  id.  230;  Flagley  v.  Hubbard,  22  id.  38;  Milikin  v.  Huber,  ! 
169;  Lewis  v.  Barclay,  35  id.  913:  approving  People  v.  W^estc 
id.  639;  Adams  v.  Town,  3  id.  247;  Oowell  y.  Buckelew,  14  Id 
Ilvatt  V.  .Mien.  ^  id.  3.53. 

a  Cal.  Const  (1879),  art  6,  §  4. 
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I  37.  The  flame  —  legislative  power  over.  The  legislature  can 
not  take  away  or  impair  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  but  may  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  appeals 
may  be  taken.^ 

§  38.  The  same  —  amount  in  controversy.  The  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  extends  to  all  actions  in 
which  the  demand,  exclusive  of  interest,  or  the  value  of  the 
property  in  controversy  amounts  to  three  hundred  dollars.^ 
The  amount  sued  for,  and  the  value  of  the  property  in  contro- 
versy, is  thus  the  test  of  jurisdiction.®®  The  words  "  property 
in  controversy,"  as  thus  used,  mean  the  subject  of  litigation, 
the  matter  for  which  suit  is  brought.*®  If  an  appeal  is  taken 
by  the  plaintiflE  from  a  judgment  in  his  favor,  then  the  amount 
in  dispute  is  the  diiference  between  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  sum  claimed  by  the  complaint.  But  if  the 
judgment  is  for  the  defendant,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  is  determined  by  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint.''^ 
If  the  appeal  is  taken  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  in  his 
favor,  where  he  set  up  a  counterclaim,  the  amount  in  dispute 
is  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  exclu- 
sive of  costs,  and  the  sum  claimed  in  his  counterclaim.  The 
interest  due  forms  no  part  of  the  amount  in  dispute;  so,  also, 
costs  constitute  no  part  thereof.''*  Where  plaintiff  had  judg- 
ment against  defendant  for  six  hundred  dollars,  and  defendant 
had  judgment  in  the  same  court,  in  another  action,  for  one 
hundred  and  ten  dollars,  a  motion  by  plaintiff  that  defendant's 
judgment  be  set  off  against  plaintiff's  judgment  was  denied, 
from  which  the  plaintiff  appealed,  but  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  it  had  no  jurisdiction,  the  judgment  sought  to  be  set  off 
being  less  than  three  hundred  dollars.''* 

MHalght  V.  Gay,  8  Cal.  300. 

•7CaL  Const.  (1879),  art.  6,  §  4;  see  Estate  of  Oelaney,  110 
Gal.  563;  Baker  v.  Railway  Co.,  Id.  455. 

^SMaxfield  v.  Johnson,  30  Cal.  545;  Solomon  v.  Reese,  34  id.  34. 

^  Dnmphy  v.  Guindon,  13  Cal.  28;  affirmed  in  Meeker  v.  Harris, 
23  id.  286;  Bolton  v.  Landers,  27  id.  107;  Gillespie  v.  Benson,  18 
id.  400;  Zabriskle  v.  Torrey;  20  id.  174;  Votan  v.  Reese,  20  Id.  91. 

TO  Skillman  v.  Lachman,  23  Gal.  198;  83  Am.  Dec.  96;  Henigan  v. 
Erwln,  110  Cal.  37. 

71  Dnmphy  v.  Guindon,  13  Gal.  28;  Votan  v.  Reese,  20  id.  80; 
^Inrlskle  v.  Torrey.  id.  173;  Maxfield  v.  Johnson,  30  id.  545. 

TsCrandan  v.  Blen,  15  Cal.  407.  Appellate  Jurisdiction  of  Su* 
preme  Court  as  to  amount  Involved,  consult  Sellick  -t,  De  Carlow, 


§§  38a,  38b  general  principles.  '^ 

I  38a.  Juriadietlon  of  Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.   Under  th 
2>rovi8ion8    of    the    Constitution  of    Colorado,    the  princip^ 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  first  appellate,  andySeconc 
superintending.    But  there  is  also  conferred  upon  it  a  Umite 
original  jurisdiction^'    In   i)ause8  fmblici  juris  the  Supren 
Court  may,  however,  decline  to  assume  original  jurisdictic 
when  satisfied  that  the  issues  can  be  fully  determined  and  tl 
rights  of  all  parties  preserved  and  enforced  in  the  lower  courts 
The  Supreme  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  appe 
from  the  Court  of  Appeals  where  the  judgment  of  the  tri 
court    exceeds    twenty-five    hundred    dollars,    irrespective 
whether  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  was  one 
affirmance  or  reversal,  and  the  same  is  true  as  to  writs  of 
ror.""^    But  the  Supreme  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  upon  app 
or  writ  of  error  to  review  the  judgment  of  a  District  Co 
where  the.  action  does  not  relate  to  a  franchise  or  freehc 
where  no  constitutional  question  is  involved  and  where 
judgment  of  the  court  below  was  one  of  nonsuit.''® 

fi  38b.  Original  jurisdiction  of  Supreme  Court  of  North  Dak< 

In  the  exercise  of  its  original  jurisdiction,  under  section 
of  the  State  Constitution,  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Dak 
exercising  its  discretion,  will  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  cor^ 
mandamus,  quo  warranto,  certiorari  and  injunction  only  w 
applied  for  as  prerogative  writs,  and  where  the  question 
sented  is  publici  juris,  and  one  affecting  the  sovereignty  of 
state,  its  franchises  or  prerogatives,  or  the  liberties  of 
people.  To  invoke  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  c( 
the  interest  of  the  state  must  be  primary  and  proximate,  and 
secondary  and  remote." 

05  id.  644;  People  v.  Perry,  79  Id.  105;  Bienenfeld  v.  Milling 
82  id.  425;  Lord  v.  Goldberg,  81  id.  506;  Sons  of  America  v.  Dei 
15  Col.   592;   Herrin  v.   Pugh,   9  Wash.   St.   637;   Lotz    v.    Byl 
County,  6  id.  166;  Freeburger  v.  Caldwell,  5  id.  769. 
78  Wheeler  v.  Northern  Colorado  Irrigation  Co.,  9  Ool.  248. 

74  People  V.  Rogers.  12  Col.  278;  In  re  Rogers,  14  Id.  18;  V 
V.  Olerk,  etc.,  22  id.  280. 

75  Colorado  SiM*ingB  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Godding,  20  Col.  71. 
7«Tlmerman  v.  South  Denver  Real  Estate  C-o.,  20  Col.   147 

see  Wyman  v.  Felker,  18  id.  382;  Trimble  v.  People,  1 
187.  Appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court  do  not  exist  in  the  at 
of  statute.      People  v.  Richmond,  16  Col.  274. 

77  North  Dakota  v.  Nelson  County.  1  N.  Dnk.  88:  soi^  a's 
tomey -General  v.  City  of  Ban  Claire,  37  Wis.  400;  Whee 
Irrigation  Co.,  9  Col.  248. 
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I  38c.  Appeilata  Juriadiction  of  Orefl^n  Supreme  Ciourt.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Oregon  can  reverse,  affirm  or  modify  judg- 
ments appealed  to  it  from  Circuit  Courts,  and  direct  a  new 
trial  when  proper  to  do  so.  But  it  has  no  right  to  pass  upon 
questions  in  advance  of  those  courts,  and  must  confine  its  action 
to  determinations  already  had.''^ 

f  38d.  Original  jurisdiction  of  Utah  Supreme  Court  — prohi- 
bition. The  Supreme  Court  of  Utah  territory  has  original 
jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  under  section  20,  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.  And  a  writ  of  prohibition  is  properly  is^ 
sued  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  arrest  the  proceeding  of  en 
inferior  tribunal  when  such  tribunal  is  acting  without,  or  in 
excess  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  there  is  no  plain,  speedy  and 
adequate  remedy  in  the  ordinary  course  of  law  J* 

S  386.  Appellate  jurisdiction,  Washington  Supreme  Court  — 
amount  involTed.  No  appeal  lies  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Washington,  in  any  civil  action  at  law,  where  the  judgment  is 
for  a  less  sum  than  two  hundred  dollars.®^  The  allegation  of 
the  pleader  that  the  value  of  the  property  in  controversy  is  a 
sum  in  excess  of  two  hundred  dollars  is  not  sufficient  to  give 
the  Supreme  Court  jurisdiction  on  appeal,  but  before  the  ap- 
pellate court  will  assume  jurisdiction  there  must  be  a  finding 
as  to  the  value  by  the  lower  court.®*  If  the  object  of  a  garnish- 
ment proceeding  is  to  ascertain  the  title  and  right  of  possession 
(•f  personal  property,  instead  of  the  recovery  of  money,  the 
action  is  within  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
although  the  principal  debt  may  be  less  than  two  hundred 
dollars.^ 

S  38f.  Equitable  Jurisdiction  —  general  principles.  When  a 
right  is  of  such  a  character  that  a  court  of  law  is  authorized  to 
take  cognizance  of  it,  and  to  afford  a  plain,  adequate  and  com- 
plete remedy,  the  general  principle  is  that  the  plaintiff  must 
enforce  his  right  at  law.     But  when  a  court  of  equity  originally 

TSFlsk  V.  Henarie,  14  Oreg.  29;  see  Mitchell  v.  Powers,  16  id.  487; 
17  id.  402;  In  re  North  Pac.  etc..  Board  v.  Ah  Wan,  18  id.  344. 

T»  Pe<H;>le  V.  Spiers,  4  Utah,  385;  see  §  5442,  post. 

MTom  the  Oook  v.   SaywaKd,  5  Wash.   St.  383;  and   see  Free 
burster  v.  Caldwell,  id.  768;  Jacobs  v. .  Puyallup,  10  id.  384. 

«i  Herrln  v.  Piiph,  9  Wash.  St.  637. 

tt  Campbell  v.  Simpkins,  10  Wash.  St  160;  and  see  Eidson  v. 
Wodery,  10  id.  225. 
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had  jurisdiction  in  any  classes  of  cases  for  which  the  proceedi 
at  common  law  did  not  then  afford  an  adequate  remedy,  s\] 
jurisdiction  will  not  be  lost  by  reason  of  subsequent  legislati 
conferring  on  courts  of  law  authority  to  decide  such  ca^ 
unless  there  are  negative  words  excluding  the  jurisdiction 
equity.^  An  established  principle  is  that  when- a  court 
equity  acquires  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  for  one  purpose,  it  mi 
tains  it  for  all  purposes^  and  administers  complete  relief, 
will  neither  invoke  the  aid  of  other  courts,  nor  permit  tl 
to  interfere  with  its  process.^  The  rule  was  adopted  for 
same  object  for  which  other  equitable  principles  were  es 
lished,  namely,  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.®*^  But  eq 
will  not  interfere  where  there  is  a  plain,  speedy  and  adeq 
remedy  at  law.  And  if  the  courts  of  law  are  open  to  litig 
to  pursue  the  ordinary  remedies  at  law  for  the  coUectiH 
debts,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  prevent  or  obst 
the  more  diligent  in  the  enforcement  of  his  legal  rights.®* 

§  39.  Jurifidiction  of  Superior  Court  of  California.    The  ( 
of  general  original  jurisdiction  in  California  is  called  the 
perior  Court.     The  Constitution  of  1879  abolished  the 
existing  District,  County  and  Probate  Courts,  and  establi 
such  court  in  their  place,  combining  in  it  the  powers  and  j 
diction  which  had  been  previously  exercised  by  them, 
jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Court  is  both  original  and  appe 
It  has  original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  in  equity,  and  i 
cases  at  law  which  involve  the  title  or  possession  of  real 
erty,  or  the  legality  of  any  tax,  impost,  assessment,  to] 
municipal  fine,  and  in  all  cases  in  which  the  demand,  e 
sive  of  interest,  or  the  value  pf  the  property  in  control 
amounts  to  three  hundred  dollars,  and  in  all  criminal 
amounting  to  felony,  and  cases  of  misdemeanor  not  othc 
provided  for;  of  actions  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  o1 
ceodings  in  insolvency,  of  actions  to  prevent  or  abato  a 
sanco;  of  all  matters  of  probate;  of  divorce  and  for  annu 
of  marriage,  and  of  all  such  special  cases  and  proceedings  j 
not  otherwise  provided  for.     It  also  has  power  to   natu 

«3  Phlppa  V.  KeUy,  12  Oreg.  213. 
84  Haynes  v.  Whltsett,  18  Cbl.  454. 
«  Helmick  v.  Davidson.  18  Col.  456. 

«0OR(len  Paint,  et^Co.  v.  Child,  10  Utah.  476;  see,  also, 
V.  Tobln,  16  Oreg.  554. 
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ali^DS^  and  to  issue  papeis  therefor.  Such  courts^  and  their 
judges,  have  power  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus,  certiorari,  pro- 
hibition, quo  warranto,  and  habeas  corpus,  on  petition  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  person  in  actual  custody  in  their  respective 
counties.  Injunctions  and. writs  of  prohibition  may  be  issued 
and  seryed  on  legal  holidays  and  nonjudicial  days.  They  have 
■appellate  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  arising  in  justices'  and  other 
inferior  courts  in  their  respective  counties  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  law.  They  are  always  open  for  the  transaction  of  business, 
and  their  process  eictends  to  every  portion  of  the  state.  There 
i;*  a  Superior  Court  in  each  county  of  the  state.  The  number 
«)f  judges  belonging  to  the  respective  courts  varies  from  twelve 
in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  to  one,  which  is  the 
number  in  most  of  the  counties.^  A  judge  of  any  Superior 
Court  may  hold  a  Superior  Court  in  any  county,  at  the  request 
of  a  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  thereof,  and  upon  the  request 
of  the  governor  it  is  his  duty  so  to  do.^  And  a  Superior  Court 
judge  of  a  particular  county,  who  holds  court  in  another  county, 
must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
to  be  acting  upon  the  request  of  the  governor,  or  of  the  judge 
of  the  court  of  the  latter  county.®^  The  jurisdiction  of  causes 
is  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  Superior  Court  and 
not  in  any  particular  judge  or  department  thereof,  although 
it  provides  that  there  may  be  as  many  sessions  of  the  court  at 
the  same  time  as  there  are  judges.  Whether  sitting  separately 
or  together,  the  judges  hold  but  one  and  the  same  court,  and 
the  division  into  departments  is  purely  imaginary,  and  for  the 
convenience  of  business  and  of  designation;  and  transferring 

^7  The  number  of  judges  Is  from  time  to  time  changed  by  legis- 
lative provision.  See  Act  of  March  10,  1801;  Act  of  February  13, 
1893;  Act  of  March  5,  1805;  Act  of  March  8,  1805;  Act  of  March  12, 
1N05;  and  Act  of  March  26.  1805.  The  term  of  office  of  superior 
Judges  commences  on  the  first  Monday  after  the  1st  day  of 
January  next  following  their  election.  Merced  Bank  v.  Rosenthal, 
99  Cal.  39;  People,  etc.  v.  Markham,  104  Id.  232.  Although  the 
Superior  Court  derives  its  authority  from  the  Constitution  It  Is 
n»ntrolle<l  as  to  the  mode  of  Its  action  by  the  Code,  and  the  legis- 
lature may  regulate  the  mode  In  which  the  court  shall  exercise  its 
jurisdiction,  though  it  can  not  circumscribe  its  powers.  Burris.v. 
Kennedy,  108  Cal.  331. 

^•^Cal.  Const.  (1879),  art.  «,  S§  5-8;  Eureka  Lake,  etc.,  Canal  Co. 
V.  Superior  Ct.,  G6  Cal.  311. 

*»/w  re  Newman.  75  Cal.  213;  People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97  id. 
171.  177. 
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a  caiue  from  one  department  to  another  does  not  effect  a  chfl 
or  transfer  of  the  jurisdiction,  which  remains  at  all  tinM 
the  court  as  a  single  entity.^ 

i  40.  The  same  —  jurisdiction  in  general.  The  Superior  C( 
like    the    District    Court,    which    it    superseded,   is   oae 
general  original  jurisdiction;  its  process  is  coextensive 
the  state;^^  and  the  regularity  of  its  proceedings  is  presum 
It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  in  pleading  a  judgment  of 
Superior  Court,  to  aver  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction.    ' 
are  presumed  by  law.*®    But,  although  the  exercise  of  juri 
tion  is  presumed  rightful,  yet  if  it  appears  from  the  rei 
of  the  court  in  any  matter  that  it  had  not  acquired  jurisdu 
either  of  the  subject-matter  or  of  the  parties,  this  presum 
is  destroyed.^    They  have  no  appellate  jurisdiction  except 
as  is  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Constitution.^    Noi 
the  Superior  Court  exercise  original  jurisdiction  in  those 
ters  in  which  its  jurisdiction  is  only  appellate.       Thui 
jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Court  in  causes  transferred 
under  section  838  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  or 
and  not  appellate,  and  if  it  would  have  had  no  jurisd 
if  the  action  had  been  commenced  therein,  it  can  have 
by  the  filing  of  pleadings  certified  by  a  justice  of  the  p 

«o  White  V.  Superior  Ct..  110  Cal.  60;  Brown  v.  Campbell,  1 

91  nejes  V.  Sanford.  5  Cal.  117. 

»2  People  V.  Robinson.  17  Cal.  363;  approved  in  People  v. 
son.  27  id.  67;  People  v.  Judge,  Tenth  Jud.  Dist.,  9  Id.  19. 
the  power  of  supervision  of  District  Courts  over  inferior  tri 
see  Miliken  v.  Huber,  21  Cal.  166. 

osCampe  v.  Lassen,  67  Cal.  139. 

•4  Arroyo  Ditch  &  Water  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.,  92  Cal.  47; 
St  Rep.  91.    Presumption  of  Jurisdiction.    See  Estate  of  E 
100  Cal.  600. 

« People  V.  Peralta,  3  CW.  379;  Canfield  v.  Hudson,  i 
Hernandez  v.  Simon,  id.  464;  Gray  v.  Schupp,  4  id.  185; 
McCormick.  id.  342;  affirmed  in  Parsons  v.  Tuol.  W.  Co.,  r 
63  Am.  Dec.  76:  Keller  v.  De  Franklin.  5  Cal.  432;  Be 
Selover,  7  id.  240;  and  People  v.  Fowler,  9  id.  86;  Towr 
Brooks,  5  id.  52;  Zander  v.  Coe,  id.  230;  People  v.  Applet 
295;  affirmed  in  People  v.  Yick,  7  id.  166;  People  v.  Johnso 
101;  People  v.  Shear,  7  id.  140;  People  v.  Apgar,  35  Id.  389 

««  Arroyo  Ditch  &  Water  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.,  92  Cal.  47; 
St.  Rep.  91. 
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When  sitting  in  an  equity  action^  ^s  for  example  an  action  to 
abate  a  nuisance,  the  court  and  judge  are  possessed  of  all  the 
powers  of  a  Court  of  Chancery.^  As  at  present  organized,  the 
Superior  Courts  have  no  stated  terms.  Formerly,  the  District 
Courts  lost  all  power  over  a  cause,  in  which  judgment  had  been 
rendered,  upon  the  adjournment  of  the  term,  and  could  not 
disturb  its  judgments  except  in  cases  provided  by  statute.®^ 
The  Constitution  of  1879  aboblished  the  system  of  terms  and 
final  adjournments  under  which  judicial  business  was  transacted 
bv  the  former  courts.  And  there  is  now  no  division  of  time 
into  certain  periods  of  the  year  known  as  terms  of  court  at 
which  a  court  may  sit  to  hear  and  determine  causes.^ 

I  41.  The  same  —  amount  in  controversy.  In  actions  for 
the  recovery  of  money,  the  Superior  Court  has  jurisdiction^ 
if  the  sum  sued  for  amounts  to  three  hundred  dollars,  exclu- 
sive of  interest,  regardless  of  the  sum  for  which  judgment  may 
be  obtained.^**  Where  the  principal  sum  sued  for  is  less  than 
two  hundred  dollars  (now  three  hundred  dollars)  the  Superior 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction.^^^ 

i  42.  The  same  —  determining  character  of  action.  The  ad 
damnum  clause  of  the  complaint  is  the  test  of  jurisdiction,  and 
where  the  demand  according  to  that  clause  exceeds  three  hun- 
dred dollars,  exclusive  of  interest,  the  Superior  Court  has  juris- 
diction of  the  action.^^  It  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action 
against  a  tax  assessor  to  recover  damages  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  reason  of  a  wrongful  and  fraudulent  assessment  made 
by  him,  if  the  amount  claimed  is  less  than  three  hundred 
dollars.^^    Nor  has  it  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  enforce  the 

*7ganford  v.  Head,  5  Cal.  297;  People  v.  Davidson,  30  Id.  380; 
approved  in  Courtwrlght  v.  Bear  Riv.  &  Aub.  Water  &  Mln.  Oo., 
Id.  585;  Mahlstadt  v.  Blanc,  34  Id.  577;  Oourtwrlght  v.  Bear  Rlv. 
ft  Anb.  Water  &  Mln.  Co.,  30  id.  585;  Wright  v.  Miller,  1  Sandf. 
Ch.  120;  Reigal  v.  Wood,  1  Johns.  Oh.  401. 

nSnydam  v.  Pitcher,  4  Oal.  280;  affirmed  in  Garpentier  v.  Hart. 
5  id.  407;  Shaw  v.  McGregor.  8  id.  521;  De  Oastro  v.  Richardson, 
25  id.  52;  Casement  v.  Ringgold,  28  id.  338:  see,  also,  Whipley  v. 
Dewey.  17  id.  314. 

•/fi  re  Gannan,  60  Cal.  541. 

iM  Solomon  v.  Reese,  34  Cal.  28. 

i«  Arnold  r.  Van  Brunt.  4  Cal.  89. 

J« Bailey  v.  Sloan,  65  Cal.  387;  Greenbaum  v.  Martinez,  86  Id.  4«». 
Perkins  v.  Ralls,  71  Cal.  87. 
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liability  of  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  as  to  those  aga 
whom  a  judgment  in  less  than  three  hundred  dollars  is 
mahded,  although  the  aggregate  indebtedness  of  the  corj 
lion  sued  upon  exceeds  that  sum.^^  But  if  the  prayer  of 
complaint  asks  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  lien,  order  of  sale, 
it  is  a  suit  in  equity,  in  which  case  the  Superior  Court 
jurisdiction,  regardless  of  the  amount  claimed.^^ 

i  48.  The  same  —  divorce.  In  a  suit  for  a  divorce,  and  ] 
tion  of  the  property  acquired  during  coverture,  the  jurisdi 
of  the  Superior  Court  is  not  limited  as  to  the  amou 
Superior  Courts  have  jurisdiction  to  decree  relief  in  ali 
to  the  wife,  in  a  separate  action,  unconnected  with  a  su 
divorce.*^  Or,  to  enforce  an  agreement  for  separatioi 
alimony  in  connection.^^  And,  in  general,  whenever  th< 
is  entitled  to  live  separate  from  her  husband,  by  reas 
breaches  of  matrimonial  duty  committed  by  him,  a  cone 
adjudication  must  be  pronounced  that  he  support  her  wl 
living.*^ 

§  44.  The  same  —  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  In  ^ 
District  Courts  have  jurisdiction  in  actions  of  forcible 
and  detainer.**^  Previous  to  the  present  California  Co 
tion,  jurisdiction  in  such  actions  was  conferred  upon  the  < 
Courts.  The  present  Constitution  vests  it  in  the  S 
Courts,  subject  to  the  proviso  that  Justices'  Courts  sha 

104  Hyman  v.  Coleman,  82  Cal.  650:  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  178. 

106  Maxfield  v.  JohnsoD,  30  Cal.  545;  Solamon  v.  Reese,  8^ 
People  V.  Mier,  24  id.  61;  affirmed  In  Bell  v.  Crippen,  28 
Courtwrijrht  v.  Bear  Riv.  &   Aiib.  Water  &  Mln.   Co.,   30 
Mahlstadt  v.  Blanc,  34  id.  577. 

i<*«  Deuprez  v.  Deui)rez,  r>  Cal.  387. 

lOTGaUand  v.  Oalland,  38  Cal.  265;  cittniar  Purcell  v.  Pi 
ITen.  &  Munf.  ."►07;  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Rand.  602;  T. 
LrMran,  2  B.  Mon.  142;  Prather  v.  Prather,  4  Desaus.  38:  I{ 
iriiame.  1  McCord  Ch.  197;  Glover  v.  Glover,  16  Ala.  440. 

!'•«  Galland  v.  Galland,  suf^ra. 

U'»2  Ston-'s  Eq.  .Tur.,  5§  1422.  1424;  Flschcli  v.  Fischll,  1 
3<J().  3(»r>;  Chapman  v.  Chapman.  13  Ind.  397:  Shannon  v.  S 
2  (Jray,  285;  Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  4  Fost.  564;  Parsons  v.  P; 
X.  II.  309:  Lawson  v.  Shotwell.  27  Miss.  630;  Doyle  v.  1 
Mo.  545:  Yule  v.  Yule,  2  Stoekt.  138,  143:  Corey  v.  Corey,  : 
McGee  r.  McGee,  10  Ga.  477:  Peltier  v.  Peltier,  Harp.  (W 
19. 

iioHoopes  V.  Meyer,  1  Nev.  433. 
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concunent  jurisdiction  in  such  actions,  where  the  rental  value 
of  the  property  in  dispute  does  not  exceed  twenty-five  dollars 
per  month,  and  where  the  whole  amount  of  damages  claimed 
does  exceed  two  hundred  dollars.^^^ 

S  45.  The  same —  fugitives  from  justice.  The  Superior  Courts, 
being  courts  of  general  original  jurisdiction,  exercising 
the  usual  powers  of  common-law  courts,  are  fully  competent  to 
hear  and  determine  all  matters,  and  to  issue  all  necessary  writs 
for  the  arrest  and  transfer  of  fugitive  criminals  to  the  author- 
ized agent  of  the  state  from  which  they  fled,  without  any  special 
legislation;***  or  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  their  detention 
under  a  requisition  from  a  governor  of  another  state.**^ 

I  46.  The  same  —  abatement  of  nuiaanoes.  Unde  the  Consti- 
tution, the  Superior  Courts  have  jurisdiction  in  actions  to 
abate  a  nuisance.  Such  jurisdiction,  being  a  constitutional 
gnmt,  can  nA  be  taken  away  by  the  action  of  the  legislature 
in  attempting  to  confer  exclusive  or  concurrent  jurisdiction 
over  such  cases  on  other  courts.*"  Actions  to  abate  a  nuisance 
would  ordinarily  be  included  within  the  equitable  jurisdiction 
of  a  court  clothed  with  such  power.  The  California  Constitu- 
tion, besides  granting  to  the  Superior  Court  general  legal  and 
equitable  jurisdiction,  has  specially  empowered  it  with  juris- 
diction of  actions  for  the  abatement  of  nuisances,  and  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  caused  thereby.  In  interpreting  the  con- 
^itutional  provisions  granting  such  jurisdiction,  and  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  each,  it  has  been  held  in  a  very  recent  case, 
that  in  hearing  and  determining  such  actions  the  Superior 
Court  sits  as  a  special  and  not  as  an  ordinary  equitable  tribunal; 
that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  on  the  general  question  of  damages, 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  necessarily  is  a  finding  upon  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff   to  an  abatement  of  the  nuisance,  and  that 

"iCttl  €k>DSt.  (1879),  art.  6.  U  5,  11.  In  Oregon,  Justices' 
Courts  have  Jurisdiction  in  actions  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer, 
to  the  exclQsfon  of  the  Circuit  Courts.  Thompson  v.  Wolf,  6  Oreg. 
308;  and  see  Belfils  v.  FUnt,  15  id.  158. 

^^In  re  Homalne,  23  Cal.  585;  100  Mass.  225. 

"*£jr  parte  Robb.  64  Cal.  431;  affirmed  in  Robb  v.  Connolly,  111 
r.  8,  624;  overruling  Ex  parte  Robb,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  439. 

114  Fitzgerald  v.  Urton,  4  Cal.  235;  Courtwright  v.  Bear  River  & 
Anb.  Water  &  Min.  Co..  30  id.  573. 
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judgment  abatiug  such  nuisance  may  be  entered  upon  such 
verdict  without  any  other  finding  upon  the  part  of  the  court.*" 

i  47.  The  same — partitioiL  The  Superior  Courts  have  juris- 
diction of  actions  to  recover  one-half  of  the  value  of  a  partition 
fence^  although  the  amount  sought  to  be  recovered  is  less  tfaaa 
three  hundred  dollars  —  such  action  involving  title  to  land.*** 

§  48.  The  same  —  probate.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  California  over  the  settlement  and  distribution  of  the 
estates  of  decedents  is  twofold.  As  a  tribunal  possessing  the 
full  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court  of  Chancery,  it 
has  jurisdiction  of  an  ordinary  equitable  action  for  the  settle- 
ment of  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  notwithstanding  the  statutes 
of  such  state  have  provided  a  full  and  complete  system  for 
the  administration  of  such  estates.  As  the  successor,  under 
the  Constitution  of  1879,  of  the  former  Probate  Courts,  it  pos- 
sesses jurisdiction  to  administer  such  estates  in  accordance  with 
tlie  statutory  system.*"'^  The  facts  of  the  death  of  the  deceaseil, 
and  of  his  residence  within  the  county,  are  foundation  facts 
upon  which  all  subsequent  proceedings  of  the  Superior  Court, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  probate,  rest.**®  Where  such  court  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  all  intendments  are,  undur 
the  statute,  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  the  action  of  the 
court,  the  same  as  in  other  courts  of  record.**®  Thus,  letters 
of  administration  upon  an  estate,  granted  by  the  Probate  Court, 

115  Learned  v.  Castle,  67  Cal.  41. 

ne  Holman  v.  Taylor,  31  Cal.  338. 

"7/w  re  Allgler,  G5  Cal.  228.  The  Superior  Court,  while  sittinjr 
in  probate,  is  not  a  statutory  tribunal,  and  does  not  derive  its  power 
from  the  act  of  the  le^slature.  Bnrrls  v.  Kennedy.  108  Cal.  331. 
There  is  no  Probate  Court  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco, 
but  the  Superior  Court  has  jurisdiction  of  probate  matters,  and 
there  is  no  law  autliorizing  the  desigmation  of  any  one  department 
of  said  court  for  probate  jurlBdiction,  but  each  of  the  twelve 
jiulpes  has  jurisdiction  in  probate  matters.  Jn  re  Pearsons,  113 
Cal.  577.  In  Roeenberg  v.  Prank,  58  id.  387,  this  point  was 
examined  with  great  care,  and  the  effect  of  the  statutory  system 
of  probate  stated  as  given  in  the  text.  For  a  complete  examina- 
tion of  the  effect  of  statutory  systems  of  probate  on  the  equitable 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  various  states,  see  Pomeroy's  Bq,, 
S§  347-352,  1153. 

118  Haynes  v.  Meeks,  10  Cal.  110;  70  Am.  Deo.  703;  Townsend  v. 
Gordon,  19  Cal.  205;  Estate  of  Harlan,  24  id.  182;  85  Am.  Dec.  Sa 

119  Lucas  V.  Todd,  28  Cal.  182;  Irwin  v.  Scriber,  18  id.  499. 
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can  not  be  collaterally  attacked  by  showing  that  the  last  real- 
dence  of  the  deceased  was  not  in  that  country,  and,  therefore, 
that  the  court  had  no  juriadiction.^^  The  Probate  Courts  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  administer  upon  the  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons who  died  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  first  Constitution  in 
Califoniia;  but  the  estates  of  deceased  persons  in  such  state, 
who  died  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Probate  Act  of  1850,  and 
frubsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  common  law,  can  be  admin- 
istered on  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Probate 
Acts  in  force.***  The  Superior  Court,  while  sitting  in  matters 
of  probate,  is  the  same  as  it  is  while  sitting  in  cases  in  equity, 
ia  cases  at  law,  or  in  special  proceedings.  And  when  it  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  a  case  falling  within  either 
**l  these  classes,  it  has  power  to  hear  and  determine,  in  the 
mode  provided  by  law,  all  questions  of  law  and  fact  the  deter- 
mination of  which  is  ancillary  to  a  proper  judgment  in  such 
<«se.*^ 

f  49.  The  same  —  taxes.  An  action  brought  before  the 
Uevenne  Act  of  1861,  to  recover  judgment  for  unpaid  taxes,  is 
not  a  case  in  equity,  but  an  action  at  law,  and  where  the  amount 

>»lrwln  v.  Scrlber,  18  Cal.  499;  affirmed  In  Halleck  v.  Moss,  22 
id.  27a  Where  S.  dies  out  of  the  state,  leaving  property  in  Santa 
<lan  county,  and  the  Probate  OSourt  thereof  takes  jurisdiction  of 
the  estate  and  grants  letters  of  administration  to  K.;  the  widow 
subsequently  files  a  petition  to  revoke  the  letters,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Probate  Court  of  San  Francisco  ought  to  have  issued  them, 
nbereupon  the  administrator  asks  the  court  to  transfer  the  cause 
to  that  court,  representing  that  the  widow  and  a  majority  of  the 
witnesses  reside  there,  and  that  the  interest  of  several  persons  in- 
t(>reited  in  the  estate  would  be  advanced  by  the  transfer,  to  which 
lM>tb  parties  agreed;  the  court  made  an  order  to  transfer.  The 
IVobate  Court  of  San  Francisco,  on  the  papers  being  filed  therein, 
rt'fuaed  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and  ordered  the  papers 
tiack.  Held,  that  the  Probate  €k>urt  of  Santa  Clara  could  not  divest 
itself  of  jurisdiction,  and  vest  it  in  the  Probate  Court  of  San 
Frandflco;  and  that  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel  the  latter 
^-I'urt  to  take  jurisdiction.     Estate  of  Scott.  15  Oftl.  220. 

^2>  Downer  v.  Smith.  24  Cal.  114.  commented  on  In  People  v. 
^nter,  28  id.  505,  and  approved  in  Coppinger  v.  Rice,  33  id.  423. 

'3S  Estate  of  Burton.  93  Cal.  459:  also,  Pennie  v.  Roach,  94  id. 
^;  Bnrris  v.  Kennedy,  108  id.  331.  See  further,  as  to  nature, 
'»f  probate  jurisdiction.  /«  re  Moore,  72  Id.  335.  339;  McNeil  v. 
First  Congregational  Society,  66  id.  105;  In  re  Rose,  80  id.  174; 
Fsriey  T.  Parker,  6  Oreg.  113;  25  Am.  Bep.  504;  Steel  v.  Holladay, 
2f>  Oreg.  77. 


§§  49a,  49b  general  psinciples.  30 

is  less  than  three  hundred  dollars,  the  District  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction.^^  If,  however,  the  action  is  brought  under  tho 
provisions  of  the  act  of  May  12,  18^2,  it  is  a  case  in  equity, 
and  the  District  Court  has  jurisdiction,  although  the  amount 
claimed  is  less  than  three  hundred  dollars.*^  The  Superior 
Court  has  original  jurisdiction  in  matters  involving  the  legality 
of  a  tax,  and  over  an  action  to  recover  a  tax,  the  legality  of 
which  is  put  in  issue.^^  But  this  jurisdiction  has  reference 
to  such  assessments  as  are  authorized  in  relation  to  revenue 
and  taxation,  and  such  as  may  be  made  under  the  authority 
of  a  municipal  or  other  public  corporation  to  meet  the  cost  or 
expense  of  a  public  improvement,  and  does  not  include  assess- 
ments made  under  the  provisions  of  section  331  of  the  Civil 
Code,  by  a  private  corporation  upon  its  stockholders  pursuant 
to  contract,  express  or  implied.^^ 

§  49a.  The  same  —  validity  of  election.  The  Superior  Court 
has  jurisdiction,  as  the  constitutional  successor  of  the  District 
Court,  to  entertain  proceedings  under  sections  312  and  316  of 
the  Civil  Code,  providing  for  an  action  to  determine  tho 
validity  of  an  election  held  by  any  corporate  body,  notwith- 
standing the  mention  in  those  sections  of  the  District  Court 
of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  election  is  held.  Sec- 
tion 11  of  article  22  of  the  Constitution  of  1879  is  self- 
executing,  and  made  all  laws  applicable  to  the  former  judicial 
system  applicable  to  the  judicial  system  created  by  the  Con- 
stitution until  changed  by  legislation,  and  the  Constitution  did 
not  repeal  those  sections  as  inconsistent  with  it,  but  preserved 
them  in  force  until  changed  by  legislation.^^ 

I  49b.  The  same  —  person  or  property  in  another  state. 
Where  the  Superior  Court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  has  jurisdiction 
over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  it  has  power  to  decree  a 
conveyance  by  him  of  property  outside  of  the  state.^^ 

123  People  V.  Mler,  24  Cal.  61;  affirmed  in  BeH  v.  Orippen,  28  id. 
327;  Courtwrlght  v.  Bear  River  &  Auburn  Water  &  Min.  Co.,  30 
id.  nst ;  and  Mahlstadt  v.  Blanc,  34  id.  580. 

124  Bell  V.  CriwJen,  28  Cal.  327. 

12B  City  of  Santa  Barbara  v.  Eldred,  95  Gal.  378. 

126  Arroyo  Ditch  &  Water  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  92  Cal.  47; 
27  Am.  St.  Rep.  91. 

127  Wickersham  v.  Brittan,  93  Cal.  34. 

128  Walsh  V.  Walsh,  84  CM.  100;  and  see  Loalxa  y.  Superior 
Oourt,  85  id.  11;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  197. 
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I  48c  The  same  —  lost  record.  When  the  court  has  once 
acquired  jurisdiction^  it  is  not  lost  by  a  failure  to  preserve  a 
record  of  the  acts  by  which  it  was  acquired^  and  the  acts  of 
the  court  in  exercising  its  inherent  power  to  amend  its  record^ 
or  to  supply  a  lost  record^  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
properly  exercised.^^ 

i  40d.  The  same  —  priority  —  state  and  federal  courts.  When 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  has  first  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  persons  and  subject-matter  of  an  action  before 
the  commencement  of  a  subsequent  action  in  a  state  court 
between  the  same  persons,  essentially  involving  or  depending 
upon  the  same  subject-matter,  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  no  matter  when  rendered,  whether  before  or  after  the 
date  of  judgment  in  the  state  court,  becomes  binding  and  con- 
clusive as  to  that  subject-matter,  upon  all  parties  and  upon 
all  other  courts  and  tribunals  whatsoever.*^  And  it  is  an  .es- 
tablished general  principle  that  the  court  which  first  takes 
cognizance  of  a  controversy  is  entitled  to  retain  jurisdiction  to 
the  end  of  the  litigation,  and  incidentally  to  take  possession 
and  control  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  to  the  exclusion 
of  all  interference  from  other  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction, 
whether  state  or  federal.*** 

i  49e.  Jurisdiction  —  District  Court  of  Colorado.  The  judges 
of  the  District  Court  of  Colorado  may  hold  courts  for  each 
other,  and  it  is  their  duty  to  do  so  under  certain  circumstances. 
And  when  a  district  judge  holds  a  term  of  court  outside  his 
own  district,  his  authority  so  to  do,  and  to  try  the  cause  pending 
in  such  court,  will  be  presumed  unless  the  contrary  appears.**^ 
But  two  or  more  district  judges  can  not  lawfully  sit  and  act 
together  as  a  District  Court,  except  as  they  sit  in  bank  for 
certain  purposes  specified  by  statute.  Act  of  April  2,  1887, 
§  3.  In  the  trial  of  causes,  and  in  the  hearing  and  determina- 
tion of  any  matter  of  purely  judicial  cognizance  pending  in 
the  District  Court,  each  judge  must  sit  and  act  alone.*^ 

» Sichler  v.  Look,  83  Oal.  600. 

*>o  Sharon  v.  Sharon,  84  Gal.  424.  See,  as  to  conflict  of  juris- 
diction between  superior  courts  as  to  matter  of  guardianship, 
Matter  of  Guardianship  of  Danneker,  07  Gal.  643. 

Ml  Thompson  v.  HoHaday,  15  Greg.  34;  Gh  Chow  v.  Brockway, 
21  id.  440. 

« Empire,  etc..  Canal  Co.  v.  Engley,  14  Col.  289. 
» People  V.  District  Court,  14  Col.  396. 
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I  40f.  Jnrisdiction  — Colorado  Court  of  Appeals.  The  act  o: 
the  Colorado  legislature  creating  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  con 
stitutional.^®*  But  the  court  thus  created  is  subject  to  th< 
Kupenntending  control,  and  guided  by  the  decisions,  of  th< 
Supreme  Court.  In  all  cases  that  might,  under  any  circuni' 
stances,  go  in  the  first  instance  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  still  subject  to  review  by 
the  superior  tribunal.*^  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals upon  constitutional  questions  is  not  conclusive,  but  is 
subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court.*^  Such  questions 
are  without  the  final  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and 
are  never  considered,  unless  essential  to  the  settlement  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  the  controversy.*^^ 

§  48g.  Jurisdiction  —  Montana  District  Courts  -—  terms.      Under 
Hection  623  of  the  Montana  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  pro- 
vides that  each  of  the  District  Courts  shall  have  power  to  make 
rules  and  regulations  governing  their  practice  and  procedure, 
in  reference  to  all  matters  not  provided  for  by  law,  a  district 
judge  has  power  to  designate  the  times  when  the  terms  of  his 
court  shall  begin.    Under  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
Montana  a  District  Court  without  terms  is  a  legal  impossi- 
bility.*^   The  probate  courts  of    Montana  have  no  power  or 
authority  to  entertain  a  petition  involving  the  construction  of 
a  will.     Such  jurisdiction  can  be  exercised  by  the  Supreme  and 
District  Courts  only.     And  where  the  Probate  Court  has  no 
power  to  entertain  the  subject-matter  of  a  petition,  there  can 
be  no  appeal  from  its  decision  to  the  District  Court,  nor  from 
the  District  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court.^^ 

§  49h.  J'urisdiction  —  District  Courts  of  North  Dakota.  The 
District  Courts  of  North  Dakota  have  power  to  issue  writs  of 
habeas  corpus,  mandamuSy  quo  warranto,  certiorari^  and  injunc- 
tion.    And  upon  these  courts  is  devolved  the  duty  of  assuming 

13*  In  re  Court  of  Appeals,  15  Col.  578. 
135  People  V.  Richmond,  16  Col.  274;  see  $  40,  ante. 
i3«  Denver  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Denver,  2  Col.  App.  34;  Henderaoo 
V.  Lithographing  Co.,  id.  251. 

137  Carlile  v.  Hurd.  3  Col.  App.  11.  A  Jurisdictional  question  may 
be  raised  for  the  first  time  in  the  appellate  court.  Taylor  r. 
Derry,  4  Ool.  App.  109. 

138  State  V.  McHatton,  10  Mont.  370. 
i39Chadwick  v.  Cliadwick,  6  Mont.  566. 
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original  cognizance  of  all  ordinary  cases  which  are  remediable 
by  means  of  such  writs.**® 

I  40L  JuriBdictlon  —  BlBtrict  Ck>iirt8  of  Oklahoma.  The  Dis- 
trict Courts  of  Oklahoma  are  creatures  of  the  federal  Congress, 
and  derive  their  powers  and  authority  from  the  laws  of  the 
United  States."* 

I  40J.  JuriBdictlon  —  Oregon  Circuit  Courts.  By  the  Consti- 
tution of  Oregon  (art.  7,  §  9),  all  judicial  powers,  authority 
and  jurisdiction  not  vested  hy  the  Constitution,  or  by  laws 
consistent  therewith,  exclusively  in  some  other  court,  shall  be- 
long to  the  Circuit  Courts.^** 

I  49k.  Jurisdiction  —  Washington  Superior  Courts.  The  Con- 
stitution of  Washington  (art.  4,  §  4),  giving  the  Supreme  Court 
original  jurisdiction  in  quo  warranto  and  mandamus  as  to  all 
Btate  officers,  does  not  include  the  jurisdiction  of  Superior 
Courts  in  the  issuance  of  injunctions  against  state  officers. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  not  exclusive.^**  The 
Superior  Courts  of  this  state  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
justices  of  the  peace  where  the  sum  sued  for  is  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars.^" 

I  40L  Jurisdiction  —  Wyoming  District  Court  —  probata 
The  Territorial  Probate  Court  and  the  office  of  probate  judge 
were  aboUshed  on  the  adoption  of  the  state  Constitution  of 
Wyoming,  which  confers  on  the  District  Court,  among  other 
things,  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  "in  all  matters  of  pro- 
hate"  (art.  5,  §  10).i« 

I  50.  Jurisdiction    of    Justices'    Courts    in    California.     The 

legislature  has  power  to  determine  the  number  of  justices  of 

i^Nortb  Dakota  v.  Nelson  County,  1  N.  Dak.  88,  101;  see  §  41. 
atiU. 

.    141  Stanley  v.  United  States,  1  Okl.  336;  and  see  Ex  parte  Murphy, 
Id.  288. 

i^Verdler  v.  Bigne,  16  Oreg.  208;  Aiken  v.  Aiken.  12  id.  203;  see 
f  42,  ante.  No  territorial  limit  is  fixed  by  the  Constitution  of 
Colorado  to  the  civil  jurisdiction  either  of  the  District  Courts  or 
of  the  County  Courts.  Fletcher  v.  Stowell,  17  Ool.  94;  In  re  Bogers, 
14  id.  20. 

i«  Jones  V.  Recti,  3  Wash.  St.  57. 
i*<  St^te  V.  Hunter,  3  Wash.  St.  92. 
*•  Ex  parte  Bergman,  3  Wyo.  395. 
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the  peace  to  be  elected  in  townships,  incorporated  cities  and 
towns,  or  cities  and  counties,*^  and  .may  fix  by  law  the  powe^^, 
duties,  and  responsibilities  of  such  oflBcers,  provided  such  powci  r^ 
shall  not  in  any  case  trench  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  tlui 
several  courts  of  record,  except  that  said  justices  shall  havi! 
concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Superior  Courts  in  cases  oj 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  where  the  rental  value  does  noi 
exceed  twenty-five  dollars  per  month,  and  where  the  whol* 
amount  of  damages  claimed  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  dol 
lars,  and  in  cases  to  enforce  and  foreclose  liens  on  person  ii 
property  where  neither  the  amounts  of  the  liens  nor  the  valu 
of  the  property  amounts  to  three  hundred  dollars.^*^  In  ac: 
dition  to  the  jurisdiction  given  them  concurrent  with  the  Si 
perior  Courts,  Justices'  Courts  have  civil  jurisdiction  witlii 
their  respective  townships  or  cities,  in  actions  arising  on  coi 
tracts  for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  if  the  sum  claimed,  o 
elusive  of  interest,  does  not  amount  to  three  hundred  dollai 
in  actions  for  damages  for  injury  to  the  person,  or  for  takir 
detaining,  or  injuring  personal  property,  or  for  injury  to  rt 
property  where  no  issue  is  raised  by  the  verified  answer  of  t 
defendant,  involving  the  title  to  or  possession  of  the  same, 
the  damages  claimed  do  not  amount  to  three  hundred  dol  la 
in  actions  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  if  1 
value  of  such  property  does  not  amount  to  three  hundred  d 
lars;  in  actions  for  a  fine,  penalty,  or  forfeiture,  not  amou 
ing  to  three  hundred  dollars,  given  by  statute,  or  the  ordina 
of  an  incorporated  city  and  county,  city  or  town,  where  no 
sue  is  raised  by  the  answer  involving  the  legality  of  any  1 

146  Section  103  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as  amended 
act  of  March  31,  1891,  provides  for  the  organization  of  Justi 
Courts,  and  the  election  of  Justices  of  the  peace  for  both  towns! 
and  cities.  The  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  is  a  creation  of 
Constitution,  and  can  not  be  created  by  any  city  charter, 
such  officer  is  elected  at  a  general  state  election,  and  qualifies  ui 
the  general  law  of  the  state.  People  v.  Sands,  102  Cal.  12;  Ex  j 
Armstrong,  84  id.  655.  In  Colorado,  justices  of  the  peace 
constitutional  officers.     Pueblo  County  v.  Smith,  22  Col.    534. 

147  Cal.  Const.  (1879).  art.  6,  §  11.  The  tests  of  the  Jurisdi< 
of  a  Justice's  Court  in  an  action  of  forcible  entry  and  detain ei 
twofold,  viz.:  1.  The  plaintiff  must  not  claim  more  than 
damages  in  all,  and  can  not  recover  more;  and  2.  The  rental  ^ 
of  the  property  must  not  exceed  $25  a  month  as  a  matter  of 
to  be  determined  by  the  evidence.  Ballerino  v.  Bigelo^w,  90 
500. 
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impost^  assessment^  toU^  or  municipal  fine;  in  actions  upon 
bonds,  or  undertakings  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money, 
if  the  sum  claimed  does  not  amount  to  three  hundred  dollars, 
though  the  penalty  may  exceed  such  sum;  to  take  and  enter 
judgment  for  the  recovery  of  money  on  the  confession  of  a 
defendant,  when  the  amount  confessed,  exclusive  of  interest, 
does  not  amount  to  three  hundred  dollars.^*®     Such  jurisdic- 
tion does  not  extend,  however,  to  any  action  or  proceeding 
against  ships,  vessels,  or  boats,  for  the  recovery  of  seamen's 
wages  for  a  voyage  performed  in  whole  or  in  part  without  the 
waters  of  the  state.^**    The  civil  jurisdiction  of  such  court  ex- 
tends to  the  limits  of  the  city  or  township  in  which  they  are 
held,  but  mesne  and  final  process  may  be  issued  to  any  part  of  the 
county  in  which  they  are  held.^*^     A  justice  of  the  peace  has 
no  power  to  vacate  or  set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  by  him, 
except  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. ^*^^ 

i  dOa.  Further  as  to  Jurisdiction  of  Justices'  Courts.  Section 
110  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that  the  terms  of 
office  of  justices  of  the  peace  shall  be  two  years  from  the  Ist 
day  of  January  next  succeeding  their  election.  And  this  pro- 
Yision  of  the  statute  is  declared  to  be  constitutional.*^^  Until 
the  qualification  of  the  person  duly  elected  or  appointed  to  the 
office,  the  former  incumbent  is  legally  entitled  thereto.**^    A 

i«  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  ft  12. 

i«Id..  $  114. 

i»Id.,  §  106.  The  criminal  jurisdiction  of  Justices'  Courts  is 
fixed  by  section  115  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  As  to  the 
organization  of  Justices'  Courtis  in  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  under  the  Consolidation  Act,  see  Harston's  Practice,  56 
ft  seq-  l-nder  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  the  recorder  of  the 
city  of  Fresno  may  have  a  dual  jurisdiction  and  functions,  and 
may  be  a  justice  of  the  peace  as  to  some  matters,  and  a  recorder 
as  to  others.  Prince  v.  City  of  Fresno,  88  Cal.  407.  See,  as  to 
jurisdiction  of  Justice's  Court  of  San  Jose  over  public  offenses, 
In  re  Carrillo,  66  id.  3. 

151  Winter  v.  Fitzpatrick,  35  Oal.  260.  Under  section  850  of  tlie 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a  Justice's  Court  has  no  power  to  vacate 
its  Judgments,  except  judgments  by  default.  Weimmer  v.  Outlier- 
land,  74  Cal.  341. 

152  Bailey  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  66  Cal.  10;  and  see  Shearer  v. 
City  of  Oakland,  67  id.  633;  People  v.  Sands,  102  id.  12. 

IBS  French  v.  County  of  Santa  Clara,  69  Cal.  519;  City  of  Platte- 
TiUe  V.  Bell,  66  Wis.  326.  See.  as  to  fillinf:  vacancies  in  the  office. 
Id-;  People  v.  Sands,  102  Cal.  12;  State  v.  Cronin,  5  Wash.  St.  398. 
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Justice's  Court  being  an  inferior  court,  its  jurisdiction  must  be 
shown  affirmatively  by  a  party  relying  upon  or  claiming  any 
right  or  title  under  its  judgments.**^  The  powers  conferred 
upon  such  courts  by  the  statute  must  be  strictly  pursued.^*"^ 
And  their  powers  are  thus  determined:  When  that  part  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  which  expressly  deals  with  proceedings 
in  Justices'  Courts  prescribes  the  powers  of  those  courts  in  re- 
lation to  a  general  subject  about  which  the  powers  of  courts  of 
record  are  expressly  prescribed  in  another  part  of  the  Code, 
then  the  powers  of  the  Justices'  Courts  with  respect  to  that 
subject  are  to  be  determined  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code  ex- 
pressly applicable  to  them,  and  not  by  the  provisions  expressly 
applicable  to  courts  of  record.***  A  Justice's  Court  has  juris- 
diction of  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit  made  by  a  vendor 
under  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  by  which  he 
agreed  to  purchase  the  land  if  the  title  was  good,  and  in  which 
it  was  stipulated  that  if  the  title  should  not  be  good,  the  de- 
posit was  to  be  returned.*"  So,  the  personal  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder for  his  proportion  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  corpora- 
tion is  an  obligation  arising  upon  contract,  within  the  meaning 
of  section  112  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  giving  original 
jurisdiction  to  a  Justice's  Court  in  actions  arising  upon  con- 
tract for  the  recovery  of  money,  when  the  amount  claimed  is 
less  than  three  hundred  dollars.*^  So,  a  Justice's  Court  has 
jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  less  in 
amount  than  three  hundred  dollars  for  a  fine,  penalty,  or  for- 
feiture given  by  statute  or  ordinance  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, provided  no  question  of  the  legality  of  any  tax,  impost, 
assessment,  toll,  or  municipal  fine  is  raised.**"^  So,  an  action 
in  Justice's  Court  by  the  assignee  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver  is  an  action  at  laV  in  assumpsit,  and  not  a  suit  in  equity, 
and  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Justice's  Court,  if  the  fund 
sued  for  is  less  than  three  hundred  dollars,  and  is  within  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Court.**^    And  where 

iM  Eltzroth  V.  Ryan,  89  Cal.  135. 

iRR  Jones  v.  Justice*8  Court,  97  Cal.  523. 

156  Weimmer  v.  Sutherland,  74  Gal.  341. 

157  Schroeder  v.  Wittram,  66  Cal.  636. 

168  Dennis  v.  Superior  Court,  91  Cal.  548. 

1R9  Williams  v.  McCartney,  69  Cal.  556:  Culbertson  v.  Kinevan, 
08  id.  490. 
Krf)  Gamlss  v.  Superior  Court,  88  Cal.  413. 
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the  consideration  of  a  note  sued  upon  in  a  Justice's  Court  by 
a  private  corporation  to  which  the  note  was  executed  is  assailed 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  given  for  an  illegal  assessment  upon 
the  stock  of  the  corporation  plaintiff,  the  Justice's  Court,  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  amount  of  the  note,  has  full  jurisdiction 
to  determine  all  questions  relating  to  the  assessment,  and  has 
no  authority  to  certify  the  pleadings  to  the  Superior  Court.^** 
But  neither  the  Justice's  Court  nor  the  Superior  Court  on  ap- 
peal has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of 
specific  personal  property  alleged  to  exceed  three  hundred  dol- 
lars in  value,  although  the  complaint  prays  judgment  for  a  less 
amount  in  case  possession  can  not  be  had.^^ 

i  50b.  The  same  —  oontlnaed.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  Justice's 
Court  does  not  extend  to  an  action  in  which  the  title  to  real 
property  comes  in  question.*^  And  where,  in  an  action  in  Jus- 
tice's Court,  the  defendant  interposed  an  answer  raising  an 
issue  of  title  and  offered  proof  under  it,  it  was  held  that,  upon 
the  offer  of  proof,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  ceased  and 
the  judgment  afterwards  rendered  was  void.*®*  But  a  Justice's 
Court  has  jurisdiction  of  an  ordinary  trespass  to  real  property, 
when  the  plaintiff  can  establish  his  right  without  being  obliged 
to  establish  his  title  to  the  property.**^  And  where  the  plead- 
ings do  not  show  upon  their  face  that  the  title  or  possession  of 
property  is  necessarily  involved,  but  only  that  it  may  contin- 
gently become  involved,  the  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  the  cause  and  to  render  a  final  judgment.  If,  how- 
ever, it  appears  that  the  predicted  contingent  events  actually 
occur  on  the  trial,  it  is  then  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  decline 
to  hear  evidence  touching  the  question  of  possession,  and  to 
certify  the  case  to  the  Superior  Court.*^  When  a  Justice's 
Court  once  obtains  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  an 
action,  its  jurisdiction  continues  until  the  action  is  legally 

in  Arroyo  Ditch  &  Water  Oo.  v.  Superior  Court,  02  Gal.  47;  27 
Am.  8t  Rep.  91. 

i«2Shealor  v.  Superior  Court,  70  Cal.  564. 

i<i  Aiken  v.  Aiken,  12  Greg.  203;  Ducheneau  v.  House,  4  Utah, 
369;  Tordeen  v.  Gimmer,  37  Minn.  211. 

i««  Mmry  v.  Burris,  6  Dak.  170. 

i«8week  v.  Galbreath,  11  Greg.  5ia  So  in  caaes  of  forcible 
ntiy  or  unlawful  detrition.  Hamill  v.  Bank  of  Clear  Creek  Oa, 
22CoL  8S4. 

i«Bait  ▼.  Camall-Hopkina  Co.,  103  Cal.  132. 
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disposed  of  by  such  court. ^'"^  And  a  Justice's  Court  has  no 
power,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  expressly  conferring  it,  to 
set  aside  its  own  judgment  duly  rendered,  either  upon  issue 
joined,  or  for  want  of  an  answer,  or  to  grant  a  new  trials  or 
leave  to  answer. ^®^  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of 
Washington^  justices  of  the  peace  have  no  jurisdiction  in  causes 
in  which  the  demand  or  value  of  the  property  in  controversy  is 
one  hundred  dollars  or  more.^*®  And  a  justice  of  the  peace 
has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  sura  due, 
and  interest  thereon,  arising  out  of  a  contract  for  the  payment 
of  money,  when  the  total  amount  of  the  claim  is  brought  in 
excess  of  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars^  by  the  addition  of  the 
interest  thereon.*''^  Whenever  the  act  regulating  the  juris- 
diction of  justices  of  the  peace  provides  the  remedies  when  a 
litigant's  rights  are  not  respected  by  the  magistrate,  these 
remedies  must  be  taken  to  be  exclusive.  ^''^ 

167  Southern  Pae.  Go.  v.  Russell,  20  Oreg.  459. 

16S  American  Building,  etc,,  Ass'n  v.  Fulton,  21  Oreg.  482;  see, 
also,  State  v.  Boettger,  39  Mo.  App.  684;  Weeks  v.  Etter,  81  Mo. 
375;  HeiDlen  v.  Phillips,  88  Cal.  557. 

i6»  Moore  v.  Perrott,  2  Wash.  St.  1. 

170  state  v.  Superior  Court,  9  Wash.  St  369.  A  justice  of  the 
l>eace  does  not  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  if  the 
ooniplaint  fails  to  allege  that  the  property  In  controversy  is  within 
the  same  county  as  the  Justice's  Court.  Woodbury  v.  Henningseu, 
11  Wash.  St.  12. 

171  Wood  V.  Lake,  3  Col.  App.  284.  Duty  of  justice  of  the  peace 
on  appeals.  See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  977,  as  amended  by  act  of 
1897. 


CHAPTER  III. 

PLACE    OF    TBIAL. 

i  61.  Flaee  of  trial  — in  generaL  The  remedy  being  Be- 
kcted,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  various  courts  being  fixed, 
the  next  inquiry  is  in  what  county  shall  the  proceedings  be  had. 
The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  California  provides  that  actions 
must  be  tried  in  a  particular  county  or  district,  having  refer- 
ence: 1.  To  the  place  where  the  subject-matter  in  controversy 
is  situated;  or  2.  To  the  place  where  the  cause  of  action  arose; 
or,  3.  To  the  place  where  the  parties  to  the  action  reside,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  questions  involved.  Thus,  real 
actions,  or  actions  affecting  real  property,  have  a  tendency  to 
a  fixed  and  local  jurisdiction;  while  personal  actions  are  transi- 
tory in  their  character.  But  in  the  United  States  generally, 
and  particularly  in  California,  the  distinction  between  local  and 
transitory  actions,  so  far  as  any  consequence  attends  it,  depends 
entirely  upon  statutory  law,  and  does  not  coincide  with  or  de- 
pend upon  the  distinction  between  actions  in  rent  and  actions  in 
personam} 

f  52.  Actions  to  be  tried  where  the  Bubject-matter  is  situated. 
The  actions  which  are  to  be  tried  where  the  subject-matter,  or 
some  part  thereof,  is  situated,  subject  to  a  change  of  the  place 
of  trial,  are  as  follows:  Actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  prop- 
erty, or  of  an  estate  or  interest  therein,  or  for  the  determina- 
tion, in  any  form,  of  such  right  or  interest,  and  for  injuries  to 
real  property;  actions  for  the  partition  of  land;  actions  for  the 
foreclosure  of  all  liens  and  mortgages  on  real  property.  Where 
the  real  property  is  situated  partly  in  one  county  and  partly 
in  another,  the  plaintiff  may  select  either  of  the  counties,  and 
the  county  so  selected  is  the  proper  county  for  the  trial  of  such 
action.* 

1  Fresno  National  Bank  v.  Superior  Oourt,  83  Gal.  ^1. 

2CaL  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  §  392;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  991;  Mont. 
Code  Civ.  Pro.,  f  610;  Book  waiter  v.  Conrad,  15  Mont.  464;  Col. 
(St.  Code,  f  25;  Nash's  Ohio  PI.,  pp.  16.  17;  Wash.  Ter.,  §  37;  Idaho. 
1 18;  Aris.,  S  18.    In  California  the  Constitution  of  1879,  article  6, 
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By  the  laws  of  Oregon^  the  recovery  of  personal  property 
is  included  in  this  section,  and  is  made  a  local  action;  while 
the  laws  of  Arizona  include  mining  claims,  but  make  no  pro- 
vision for  the  contingency  of  the  property  or  estate  lying  in 
contiguous  counties.^  In  Calif ornia,  also,  mining  claims  are  in- 
cluded under  the  provisions  of  this  section.*^  And  while  it 
provides  for  the  trial  in  certain  counties,  the  situation  of  the 
premises,  not  the  residence  of  the  parties,  determines  the 
county.® 

The  statutory  requirements  do  not  apply  to  actions  for  lands 
lying  out  of  the  state,''  but  to  actions  for  the  possession  of 
real  property  within  the  state,®  or,  for  the  determination  of  a 
right  or  interest  therein;®  or,  for  the  recovery  of  title  thereto;^^ 
or,  for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages  thereon.'^ 

section  5,  provides  that  all  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  posses- 
sion of,  quieting  the  title  to,  or  for  the  enforcement  of  Uens  upon 
real  estate,  shall  be  commenced  in  the  county  in  which  the  real 
estate  or  any  part  thereof  affected  by  such  action  or  actions,  is 
situated.  Whether,  in  view  of  this  constitutional  provision,  a  court 
other  than  the  one  designated  therein  would  have  Jurisdiction  of 
an  action  affecting  real  estate  commenced  out  of  such  county, 
quaere.  Such  provision,  however,  only  applies  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  It  does  not  prevent  a  change  of  venue,  when 
a  cause  therefor  exists,  such  as  the  disqualification  of  the  Judge 
of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated.  Hancock  v.  Burton, 
61  Cal.  70.  Lands  in  several  counties.  See  Pennie  v.  Visher,  94  id. 
323.  Venue  of  land  suit  on  division  of  county.  Bent  v.  Railway 
Ck).,  3  N.  Mex.  158;  Boolt water  v.  C'onrad,  15  Mont  464;  Security 
Loan,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Kauffman,  108  Cal.  214.  In  Washington  Terri- 
tory all  actions  for  the  causes  mentioned  in  section  48^  Laws  of 
1877,  must  be  commenced  in  the  county  or  district  in  which  the 
subject  of  the  action  lies.  The  court  of  no  oth^  county  or  district 
has  Jurisdiction  thereof.  Wood  v.  Mastick,.  2  West  Coast  Rep.  549; 
see  State  v.  Superior  Court,  5  Wash.  St.  639. 

3  Hill's  An.  Code,  |  42;  and  see  Moorhouse  v.  Donaca,  14  Oreg. 
430. 

4  Code  of  Arizona,  §  18. 

B  Watts  V.  White,  13  Oel.  321. 

«  Doll  V.  Feller,  16  Cal.  433. 

7  Newton  v.  Bronson,  13  N.  Y.  587;  67  Am.  Dec.  89;  MuBsina  t. 
Belden,  6  Abb.  Pr.  165. 

SMairs  v.  Ramsen,  3  Code  R.  138. 

•  Wood  V.  HolUster,  3  Abb.  Pr.  14;  Starks  v.  Bates,  12  How.  Pr. 
466. 

10  Rin^  V.  ^f cCoun,  3  Sandf.  524;  Wood  v.  HoUister,  3  Abb.  Pr.  14; 
Newton  r.  Pronson,  13  N.  Y.  587;  67  Am.  Dec.  89. 

11  V  V.  ?o  V.  Randall,  5  Cal.  461;  Marsh  v.  Lowry.  26  Barb.  197; 
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I  ftSa.  Place  of  trial  —  actions  aifecting  lands.  Among  ac- 
tions held  to  be  local  by  reason  of  affecting  real  property  are 
the  following:  Actions  to  condemn  lands  for  the  use  of  a  rail- 
road.^ An  action  to  have  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  declared 
to  be  a  mortgage,  and  to  redeem  thesame.^^  An  action  for  the 
reformation  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land.^^  '  An  action  to 
foreclose  a  vendor^s  lien  on  realty.**  An  action  to  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  sale  of  land  by  an  administrator.*®  An  action  to 
dissolve  a  mining  copartnership  when  the  determination  of  the 
respeetiye  estates  or  interests  of  the  partners  in  the  mining 
claims  is  involved  in  the  action.*^  An  action  to  quiet  title  to 
real  estate.*®  An  action  for  injuries  to  land;*®  or  to  restrain 
threatened  injury  to  land;^  or  to  abate  a  nuisance  to  land.^ 
And  it  is  held  that  an  action  to  foreclose  a  logger's  lien  is  prop- 
erly brought  in  the  county  where  the  logs  were  cut  and  the 
lien  notice  filed,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  the  logs  are  in 
another  county.^  But  an  action  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
trust,  and  for  an  accounting  thereunder,  is  a  transitory  one, 

16  Ho^.  Pr.  41;  Wood  v.  HoHlBter,  3  Abb.  Pr.  14;  Rogers  v.  Cady. 
104  Cal.  288;  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  100;  Territory  v.  District  CJourt,  5 
Dak.  275;  but  see  Rawls  v.  Carr,  17  Abb.  Pr.  96;  Starks  v.  Bates, 
12  Ho-w.  Pr.  465;  Ring  v.  McCoun.  3  Sandf.  524.  As  to  the  local 
jorisdlctlon  of  the  same  tribunal  of  a  controversy  aflfecting  prop- 
erty within  its  limits,  see  Nich(rfs  v.  Romaine,  9  How.  Pr.  512. 
\n  action  for  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  plaintiff's  ditch  may 
be  brought  in  either  of  the  counties  in  which  such  ditch  is  situated, 
although  the  defendant's  place  of  business  is  in  the  other  county 
where  the  act  complained  of  was  committed.  Lower  King's  River, 
etc.,  Co.  V.  King's  River,  etc.,  Co.,  60  Cal.  408;  People's  Ditch  Oo. 
▼.  King's  River,  etc.,  Co.,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  473. 

lA  California,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  Cal. 
409. 

^  Baker  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  73  Gal.  182;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
88  id.  572. 

M  Franklin  v.  Dutton,  79  Cal.  605. 

MFrton  V.  Woolsey,  87  Cal.  88. 

w  Sloes  V.  De  Toro,  77  Cal.  129. 

"Clark  V.  Brown,  83  CW.  181. 

UFritts  V.  Camp,  94  Cal.  393;  Pacific  Yacht  Olub  v.  Sansalito 
Bay  Water  Co.,  98  id.  487. 

>•  McLeod  V.  Ellis,  2  Wash.  St  117. 

»  Drinkhouse  v.  Spring  Valley  Water  Co.,  80  Cal.  308. 

A  City  of  Marysville  v.  North  Bloomfield  Gravel  Min.  Co.,  66 
CaL343. 

aOverbeck  v.  CaUigan,  6  Wash.  St.  342. 

6 
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irrespective  of  the  fact  that  the  action  will  take  effect  upon  real 
property.^  So,  an  action  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  to  convey  land  is  held  to  be  transitory,  and  need  not 
be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  land  is  situated.**  So  of 
an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill,  brought  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  made  by  an  execution  debtor  on  the*  ground  of 
fraud.* 

§  53.  Actions  againBt  countieB  may  be  commenced  and  tried 
in  any  county  in  the  judicial  district  in  which  such  county  is 
situated,  unless  such  action  is  between  counties,  in  which  case 
it  may  be  commenced  and  tried  in  any  county  not  a  party 
thereto.** 

§  64.  Action  to  be  tried  where  cause  of  tetction  axose.      Actions 

must  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the  cause,  or  some  part 
thereof,  arose,  subject  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the 
place  of  trial,  where  the  same  is  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture  imposed  by  statute;  except  that,  where  it  is  im- 
posed for  an  offense  committed  on  a  lake,  river,  or  other  stream 
of  water,  situated  in  two  or  more  counties,  the  action  may  be 
brought  in  any  county  bordering  on  such  lake,  river,  or  stream, 
and  opposite  to  the  place  where  the  offense  was  committed; 
and  where  the  action  is  against  a  public  officer,  or  person  es- 
]>ecially  appointed  to  execute  his  duties,  for  an  act  done  by  him 
in  virtue  of  his  office,  or  against  a  person  who,  by  his  com- 
mand or  his  aid,  does  anything  touching  the  duties  of  such 

28  state  V.  Superior  Court.  7  Wash.  St.  306;  Reese  v.  Muman, 
5  UI.  378;  Le  Breton  v.  Superior  Court,  66  CaL  27;  BeU  v.  Fludd, 
28  S.  Oar.  313. 

24  Morgan  v.  BeU,  3  Wash.  St.  554. 

26  Beach  v.  Hodpdon,  66  Cal.  187. 

26  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  394.  This  section  as  amended  by  act  of 
March  3,  1S81,  provides  that  *' an  action  against  a  county,  or  city 
and  county,  may  be  eommenced  and  tried  in  such  county,  or 
city  and  county,  unless  such  action  is  brought  by  a  county,  or  city 
and  county,  in  which  case  it  may  be  commenced  and  tried  In  any 
county,  or  city  and  county,  not  a  pai-ty  thereto.*'  See,  also,  amend- 
ment of  March  10,  1891.  In  the  absence  of  special  statutory  pro- 
vifilons,  such  suits  are  governed  by  the  usual  rules  of  civil  prac- 
tice: and  where  a  county  was  sued  In  a  Judicial  district  of  which 
it  did  not  form  a  part,  but  appeared  and  answered  without  object- 
ing to  the  Jurisdiction,  it  thereby  waived  the  right  to  a  change  of 
venue  to  its  own  district.    Clarke  v.  Lyon  County,  8  Nev.  18L 
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officer.*'  These  provisions  have  been  held  not  to  apply  to  oflS- 
cial  neglects  or  omissions,  but  merely  to  affirmative  acts  of 
officers."    Nor  do  they  apply  to  officers  of  the  United  States.* 

f  55.  Actions  to  be  tried  where  defendants  reside.  In  all 
eases  except  those  above  mentioned  the  action  must  be  tried  in 
the  county  in  which  the  defendants  or  some  of  them  reside  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action;  or  if  none  of  the  defendants 
reside  in  the  state,  or  if  residing  in  the  state  and  the  county 
in  which  they  reside  is  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  the  same  may 
be  tried  in  any  county  which  the  plaintiff  may  designate  in 
his  complaint;  and  if  the  defendant  is  about  to  depart  from 
the  state,  such  action  may  be  tried  in  any  county  where  either 
of  the  parties  reside,  or  service  is  had;  subject,  however,  to  the 
power  of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial.*®  As  respects 
transitory  actions,  any  county  where  service  of  summons  may 
be  had  is  a  proper  county.  Service  within  the  county  where 
the  action  is  brought  is  essential  to  jurisdiction,  but  a  voluntary 
appearance  is  equivalent  to  personal  service.'^  In  actions 
against  corporations,  the  principal  place  of  business  of  the  cor- 
poration is  its  residence,**  and  the  action  should  be  brought 

wCbL  Code  Civ.  Pitx.  f  3»3:  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  |  883;  Oreg., 
i  42;  Wash.  Ter.,  f  38;  Idaho,  I  10;  Ariz.,  id.  In  Ohio  and  Iowa, 
in  addition,  "  an  action  on  the  official  bond  of  an  officer."  Nash's 
Ohio  PL,  I  47;  Iowa  Code,  §  2796;  also,  Parle  v.  Oamlej,  7  How. 
Pr.  355;  People  v.  Hayes,  id.  248;  Brown  v.  Smith,  ^  Barb.  419; 
Howland  v.  Willetta,  5  Sandf.  219;  affirmed  in  9  N.  \.  170;*  Porter 
T.  PillBbury,  11  How.  Pr.  240;  People  v.  Cook,  6  id.  448;  Houck  v. 
I^Asher,  17  id.  520.  An  action  is  properly  commenced  In  the  county 
n-bere  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  Commissioners  v.  Commis- 
sioners. 3  Col.  App.  137. 

MEUiott  V.  Cronk's  Adm*r,  13  Wend.  85;  Hopkins  r.  Haywood, 
id.  2K>;  McMillan  v.  Richards,  9  Cal.  420. 

2»  Freeman  v.  Robinson,  7  Ind.  321. 

»Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  305;  Thurber  v.  Thurber.  113  Cal.  607; 
N.  t-  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  f  984;  Ore?.,  fi  44;  Dunham  v.  Schindler,  17 
Ore^.  2S6;  Idaho,  f  20;  Arizona.  {  20. 

« Brown  v.  Bridge  Co.,  23  Oreg.  7.  Venue  of  action  on  note. 
See  Thomas  v.  Oolorado  Nat.  Bank,  11  Col.  511;  McCauley  v.  Mur- 
dock,  97  Ind.  229. 

« Jenkins  ▼.  Oalifomia  Bteam  Nav.  Co..  22  Cal.  537;  affirmed  in 
Cohn  V.  Cent  Pac.  R,  R.  Co.,  71  id.  488,  overrulinj?,  as  to  the  point 
of  residence  of  a  corporation.  California,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern 
Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  Id.  394;  Same  v.  Same,  id.  409:  Hubbard  v. 
Nat.  Pro.  Ins.  C^.»  11  How.  Pr.  149:  Pond  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R. 
Co..  17  !d-  543.      Ab    to    foroijfn    corporations,    see    International 
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there.  It  is  held^  however^  that  the  express  words  of  section  1*) 
of  article  12  of  the  Constitution  of  California,  providing  where 
a  corporation  "  may  be  sued,"  made  that  section  merely  permis- 
sive, and  not  mandatory.^^  This  section  of  the  Constitution 
can  not  be  construed  as  giving  to  a  corporation  defendant  the 
same  right  to  have  a  personal  action  against  it  tried  in  the 
county  of  its  residence  as  that  which  belongs  to  a  natural  per- 
son who  is  the  defendant.  But  it  gives  to  the  plaintiff  the  right 
to  elect  either  to  sue  the  corporation  in  the  county  where  the 
contract  is  made,  or  is  to  be  performed,  or  where  the  obligation 
or  liability  arises,  or  the  breach  occurs,  or  in  the  county  where 
the  principal  place  of  business  is  situated,  subject  to  the  power 
of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial  as  in  other  cases,  for 
some  other  reason  than  that  of  residence.**  A  corporation  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  Oregon  must  be  such  in  the  county 
where  it  has  its  principal  office  or  place  of  business,  or  in  the 
county  where  the  cause  of  action  arose.  The  residence  of  a  cor- 
poration is  deemed  to  be  in  the  county  where  it  has  its  principal 
office  or  place  of  business.^    Action  for  divorce  by  a  wife  liv- 

Go.  V.  Sweetland,  14  Abb.  Pr.  240.  A  foreign  corporation  doing 
business  In  California  had  no  residence  within  that  state,  and  an 
action  against  It  may  be  tried  ir  any  county  designated  by  the 
plaintlir  in  his  complaint.  Thomas  v.  PlacerviUe,  etc.,  Min.  Co., 
65  Cal.  600.  As  to  the  residence  of  railroad  corporations,  see  Ver- 
mont R.  K  Co.  V.  Northern  R.  R.  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.  106;  Sherwood 
V.  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Barb.  650;  Belden.  v.  New  York  &  Harlem 
R.  R.  Co.,  15  How.  Pr.  17;  People  v.  Pierce,  31  Barb.  138;  Conroe 
V.  Nat  Pro.  Ins.  Co.,  10  How.  Pr.  403;  Hubbard  v,  Nat  Pro.  Ins. 
Co.,  11  id.  149;  see,  however,  Pond  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  17 
Id.  543. 

83  Fresno  Nat  Bank  v.  Superior  Court,  83  Cal.  491;  and  see  Griffin 
and  Skelly  Co.  v.  Cannery  Co.,  107  id.  378;  Brady  v.  The  Times- 
MlmMP  Co.,  106  id.  56.  Venue  of  action  against  a  corporation  for  an 
accounting.  McSherry  v.  Pennsylvania,  etc.,  Min.  Co.,  97  id.  637; 
for  the  publication  of  a  libel  against  the  plaintiff.  Brady  v.  The 
Times-Mirror  Co.,  106  Id.  56;  for  false  imprisonment,  79  Id.  30. 

M  Trezevant  v.  Strong  Co.,  102  CM,  47;  and  see  I^keshore  O.  Co. 
V.  Modoc,  etc.,  Co.,  106  id.  281.  The  section  relates  exclusively  to 
private  corporations,  and  has  no  application  to  a  suit  against  a 
public  municipal  corporation.  Buck  v.  Eureka,  97  Cal.  135.  But 
an  association  of  persons  organized  for  a  particular  purpose,  al- 
though not  formaUy  a  corporation,  may,  under  this  section,  be 
sued  for  negligence  in  the  county  where  its  liability  arose. 
Kendrlck  v.  Diamond  Creek,  etc.,  Min.  Co.,  94  Cal.  137. 

»Holgate  V.  Oregon,  etc.,  R  B.  Co.,  16  Greg.  123.     Yeniie  of 
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ing  apart  from  her  husband  may  be  brought  againfit  him  in  the 
county  where  she  resides  *  But  a  defendant  in  an  action  for 
divorce  has  the  right  to  a  change  of  place  of  trial  to  the  county 
in  which  he  resides^  upon  a  proper  demand  therefor." 

Actions  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  the  person  should 
be  brought  under  this  section,^  and  also  actions  for  creating  a 
private  nuisance,  the  same  being  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
person.**  An  action  against  a  railroad  corporation  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  sustained  may  be  tried  in  the  county  where 
the  injury  was  inflicted,  and  the  defendant  corporation  has  no 
right  to  have  the  place  of  trial  changed  to  the  county  where  it 
has  its  principal  place  of  business.^  In  quo  warranto,  the 
people  being  a  party,  their  residence  extends  to  every  county.** 
In  proceedings  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  execution  of  a 
sherifTs  deed  to  a  redemptioner,  the  action  may  be  commenced 
in  the  county  whore  the  relator  resides.*^  The  writ  of  habeas 
corpus^  however,  should  not  issue  to  run  out  of  the  county,  un- 
less for  a  good  cause  shown.**  If  real  and  personal  actions  are 
joined  in  the  same  complaint,  the  case  falls  within  section  395 
of  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  must  be  tried  in  the 
county  of  the  plaintiff's  residence.** 

action  against  a  corporation  under  statutes  of  Colorado.  See  Den- 
ver, etc.,  CoQStruction  Co.  v.  Stout,  8  Col.  61;  under  Waahin^on. 
Code  of  Procedure,  §  160;  see  McMaster  v.  Thresher  Co.,  10  Wash. 
8t  147. 

MHarteau  v.  Harteau,  14  Pick.  181;  Jennej  v.  Jenney,  14  Mass. 
231;  2  Id.  153.  156;  3  Id.  184;  2  Cow.  &  H.  Notes,  879;  9  Greenl.  147; 
Vence  v.  VtMice.  15  How.  Pr.  497;  Id.  576;  and  see  Cal.  Civil  Code, 
I  128. 

S7  Warner  v.  Warner,  100  Cal.  11. 

» Mclvor  T.  McCabe,  16  Abb.  Pr.  319. 

•  Kay  V.  Sellers,  1  DuvaU  (Ky.),  254. 

4«  Lewis  V.  South  Pac.  Coast  R.  R.  Co..  66  Cal.  209. 

«  People  V.  Cook,  6  How.  Pr.  448. 

^  McMIUan  ▼.  Richards,  9  Cal.  420. 

^£r  parte  Ellis,  11  Cal.  225.  In  New  York,  where  the  parties 
reside  In  different  counties  the  suit  shall  be  commenced  in  tlie 
connty  where  the  principal  transaction  occurred,  or  where  it  ap- 
pears the  largest  number  of  witnesses  reside.  Jordan  v.  Garrison. 
6  How.  Pr.  6;  see  Forehand  v.  Collins,  1  Hun,  316.  "  Transaction." 
when  relating  to  a  contract,  includes  the  whole  proceeding,  begin- 
ning with  the  negotiation,  and  ending  with  the  performance. 
BoMnsoD  V.  Flint,  7  Abb.  Pr.  893,  note. 

44  Smitii  V.  Smith,  88  Cal.  572;  Warner  v.  Warner,  100  id.  U. 
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§  55a.  Venue  —  power  of  court  to  change.  The  power  of 
courts  to  grant  changes  of  venue  is  limited  to  the  exercise  of  a 
judicial  discretion^  on  good  cause  shown.^  Such  change  may 
be  applied  for  on  the  ground  that  the  action  has  not  been 
brought  in  the  proper  county,  considering  the  location  of  the 
subject  of  the  action,  or  it  may  be  applied  for  on  the  ground 
that  the  ends  of  justice,  or  the  convenience  of  parties  and  their 
witnesses,  will  be  better  subserved  by  the  change.  But  in  any 
case,  before  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  court  to  make  the  change, 
good  cause  must  be  shown  by  the  party  applying  therefor,  and 
this  remedy  is  a  privilege  which  may  be  waived,  as  by  failing 
to  appear.*®  A  motion  for  change  of  venue  on  the  ground  of 
the  convenience  of  witnesses,  aad  because  a  fair  and  impartial 
trial  can  not  be  had  in  the  county  in  which  the  action  is 
brought,  is  held  to  be  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  that  its  action  thereon  will  not  be  disturbed  on  ap- 
peal, unless  it  appears  that  this  discretion  has  been  abused,  or 
injustice  has  been  done.*^  But  where  an  action  involving  real 
estate  is  brought  in  the  wrong  county,  there  is  no  discretion  in 
the  court,  and  the  change  of  venue  is  a  matter  of  right,  which 
may,  however,  be  waived.**  So  where  the  action  is  one  which 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  tried  in  the  county  of  his  resi- 
dence, if  proper  application  for  the  change  is  made,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  grant  it,  and  the  court  has  no  discretion  to 
refuse  to  hear  the  application,  or  to  impose  terms  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  hearing.*^  The  right  to  a  change  of 
venue  is  to  be  determined  by  the  condition  of  things  existin^r 
at  the  time  the  parties  claiming  it  first  appeared  in  the  action.^ 

4B  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  5  Mont.  257;  51  Am.  Rep.  45. 

4«  Fletcher  v.  Stowell,  17  Col.  1)4.  The  statute  providing  for  a 
change  of  venue  Is  only  mandatory  upon  the  court  where  the  party 
applying  has  brought  himself  within  the  provisions.  Roberts  v. 
People,  9  Ool.  458. 

47  Avila  V.  Meherin,  (58  Cal.  478;  and  see  De  Wein  v.  Osbom,  12 
C'ol.  407;  State  v.  Superior  Court,  9  Wash.  St.  673. 
.  48  Smith  V.  People,  2  Col.  App.  99. 

49Hennessy  v.  Nicol,  105  Cal.  139.  The  Utali  statute  (2  Comp. 
Laws,  1888,  §  3199),  authorizes  the  court  to  change  the  place  of 
trial  to  the  nearest  court  when  the  parties  do  not  agree  on  the 
court  to  which  the  change  shall  be  made.  See  Ex  parte  Whitmore» 
9  Utah,  441;  Elliot  v.  Whltmore,  10  id.  246. 

BO  Ah  Pong  V.  Stemes,  79  Cal.  33;  Hennessy  v.  Nicol.  105  id.  138; 
Wallace  v.  Owsley.  11  Mont.  221.  The  provisions  of  the  Nevada 
Practice  Act  governing  the  subject  of  change  of  place  of  trial  has 
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i  56.  V«niie  —  application  for  change  of.  After  service  of 
8ummoii8  and  copy  of  complaint,  the  attorney  for  defendant 
should  make  inquiry  by  examining  the  complaint  a&  to  whether 
the  action  is  brought  in  the  proper  county,  and  if  it  is  not,  and 
a  change  of  venue  is  desired,  the  first  thing  to  be  done  is  to 
move  the  court  for  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial.  This  may  be 
done  upon  affidavit  of  merits  and  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  lu 
California,  the  notice  to  be  given  as  to  time  is,  five  days  before 
the  time  appointed  for  the  hearing,  when  the  court  is  held 
in  the  same  district  with  both  parties;  otherwise,  ten  days,  un- 
less the  notice  is  served  by  mail.*^^ 

f  57.  The  eaiiae.  If  the  county  in  which  the  action  be  com- 
menced is  not  the  proper  county  for  the  trial  thereof,  the  de- 
fendant has  a  statutory  right  to  have  the  same  transferred  to 
such  county.*^*  It  may,  however,  be  tried  in  the  county  in 
which  the  action  is  brought,  unless  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
he  appears  and  answers  or  demurs,  files  an  affidavit  of  merits, 
and  demands,  in  writing,  that  the  trial  be  had  in  the  proper 
county."  Besides  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  a  change  of 
venue  because  the  county  designated  in  the  complaint  is  not 
the  proper  county,  the  court  may  also,  on  motion,  change  the 
place  of  trial  when  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  an  impartial 
trial  can  not  be  had  therein;  when  the  convenience  of  witnesses 
and  the  ends  of  justice  would  be  promoted  by  the  change;  and 
when  from  any  cause  the  judge  is  disqualified  from  acting/'^* 
If  the  defendant  desires  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial,  on  tlu^ 
ground  that  the  county  designated  in  the  complaint  is  not  the 
proper  county,  he  must  demand  a  transfer  at  the  time  he  a])- 
pears  by  demurrer  or  answer.^  If  his  motion  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  is  brought  to  a  hearing  before  he  has  answered, 
the  plaintiff  can  not,  by  a  cross-motion,  demand  the  retention  of 

no  application  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  delinquent  taxes. 
Stete  ▼.  Shaw.  21  Nev.  222. 

M  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  %  1005.  As  to  which  Is  the  proper  county, 
WH»  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  SS  392-395,  398,  amendment  of  1897. 

BSHenneesy  v.  Nicol,  105  Cal.  139;  Wasson  v.  Hoffman,  4  Col. 
App.  491. 

MCaL  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  396. 

wid..  I  397;  Idaho,  \  21;  Arizona,  §  21;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  9S7. 
The  court  has  no  authority  to  ohanpe  the  venue  of  civil  rases 
except  as  provided  by  the  Oregon  statute  (Hill's  Code,  §  388).  Bank 
of  Ogden  ▼.  Davidson,  18  Orep.  .58. 

>BPennie  v.  Visher,  94  Cal.  323;  and  see  Dennison  v.  Chapman, 
102  id.  618. 
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the  action  in  the  county  where  it  is  pending,  on  the  ground  of 
convenience,  etc.*^  It  is  only  in  cases  where  the  change  is 
asked  because  the  county  designated  in  the  complaint  is  not 
the  proper  county  that  the  motion  for  the  change  must  pre- 
cede or  accompany  the  answer  or  demurrer.  The  motion  may 
be  made  by  the  defendant,  on  any  other  statutory  ground,  with- 
out the  affidavit  and  demand,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  his 
appearance.  Such  motions,  however,  being  dilatory,  must  be 
prosecuted  with  diligence." 

§  58.  Tlie  same  —  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  may  have  the 
place  of  trial  changred  upon  a  proper  showing,  and  upon  a 
proper  showing  it  is  error  in  the  court  to  refuse.^  Where, 
however,  there  are  conflicting  grounds,  or  if  the  motion  be  made 
on  the  ground  of  the  convenience  of  witnesses,  and  there  are 
<;onflicting  affidavits,  the  court  may  exercise  its  discretion,  and 
its  ruling  will  not  be  disturbed  except  in  cases  where  this  dis- 
cretion has  been  abused.*^®  The  mere  preponderance  of  wit- 
nesses on  one  side  is  not  necessarily  decisive  of  the  motion.®^ 
Nor  is  the  court  bound  of  its  own  motion  to  change  the  venue. 
The  right  to  a  change  is  a  mere  pri\'ilege  which  may  be 
waived.*^ 

§  59.  Demand  for  change. 

Farm  No.  i. 

[Title.] 
1  hereby  demand  that  the  place  of  trial  of  this  cause  be 

changed  to  the  proper  county,  viz.,  the  county  of 

[Date.]  [Signature.] 

[Address.] 

R^Tooms  V.  Randall.  3  Cal.  438;  Reyes  v.  Sanford,  5  id.  117; 
rearkes  v.  Freer,  9  id.  642;  Jones  v.  Frost.  28  Id.  246;  Mahe  t. 
Poynolds,  38  id.  560;  Cook  v.  Pendergast,  61  id.  72;  Heald  v.  Hendy, 
e^''*  id.  321. 

TTCook  T.  Pendergafit,  61  Cal.  72-78.  Under  tlie  statute  an  ap- 
plication for  a  change  of  venue  must  be  made  at  the  earliest 
iijoinent.    Roberts  v.  People,  9  Col.  458. 

RRGrewell  v.  Walden,  23  Cal.  168,  1«59. 

50  Territory  v.  Kinney,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  801;  Territory  v.  Jjopez, 
id.  821;  §  73,  post. 

<OHanchett  v.  Finch,  47  Cal.  192;  Cook  v.  Pendergast,  61  id.  72. 

fii  Watts  V.  White,  13  Cal.  324;  Pearkes  v.  Freer,  9  id.  642;  and 
see  lloarne  v.  De  Young,  111  id.  :^73.  It  may  be  remarked  that, 
as  Ihis  proceeding  is  entirely  statutory,  and  the  former  practice 
in  New  York  differed  quite  materially  from  that  In  California,  the 
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In  New  York^  to  procure  a  change  of  the  place  of  trials  in 
case  the  county  named  is  not  the  proper  county,  a  demand  ia 
first  neceesary,  the  service  of  which  is  an  essential  prerequisite 
to  the  motion.^  And  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to  consent  to  the 
demand,  application  must  be  made  to  the  court.^  A  demand 
is  now  necessary  also  in  California,  where  the  ground  of  removal 
is  that  the  action  is  not  brought  in  the  proper  county.^  The 
object  of  the  demand  in  California,  however,  is  not  very  appar- 
ent, since  there  is  no  provision  for  removal  by  consent  as  under 
sections  985  and  986  of  the  New  York  Code;  nor  is  there  any 
provision,  for  any  action  by  the  court  upon  the  demand,  nor 
does  the  demand  do  away  with  the  necessity  for  notice  of  the 
motion  to  change,  and  the  only  provision  authorizing  the  re- 
moval is  in  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section  397. 
"  The  court  may  on  motion  change  the  place  of  trial,"  etc.  It 
has  been  held  by  some  of  the  District  Courts  that  service  of 
notice  of  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  is  a  sufficient  de- 
mand. But  it  is  now  determined  that  a  notice  of  motion  to 
change  the  place  of  trial  is  not  a  demand.  A  demand  in  writ- 
ing for  such  change  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  order 
changing  the  place  of  trial.^ 

f  00.  Statement  in  demand.  In  the  demand  the  name  of 
the  proper  county  to  which  a  removal  is  sought  must  be  in- 
perted.**  And  service  must  be  made  on  the  opposite  counsel 
l)efore  the  time  for  answering  expires.*''  But  it  may  be  made 
>imultaneously  with  the  service  of  the  answer.®  But  not  af^er, 
although  defendant  answered  before  his  time  had  expired.** 
Either  party  may  move  when  an  impartial  trial  could  not  be 
had,  or  when  convenience  of  witnesses  would  be  promoted.''* 

dfctfltons  In  New  York  have  generally  but  little  application  under 
the  California  practice. 

«N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  f  966;  Vermont  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Xorthem  R.  R.  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.  106;  Van  Dyck  v.  McQuade,  18 
Hun,  376. 

«N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  986;  Clark  v.  Campbell,  54  How.  Pr. 
leS;  March  v.  Lowry.  16  How.  Pr.  41;  26  Barb.  197;  Houck  v. 
r-asher.  17  How.  Pr.  520. 

^Ante,  and»Cal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  S  396. 

«  Byrne  v.  Byrne,  57  Cai.  348;  Warner  v.  Warner,  100  id.  11,  17; 
Peonie  v.  Visher.  94  id.  326;  Elam  v.  Griffin,  19  Nev.  442. 

WBeardsley  v.  Dlckerson,  4  How.  Pr.  81. 

«  Mlllf gan  V.  Brophy,  2  Code  R.  118. 

« Malrs  V.  Remsen,  3  Code  R.  138. 

•  Mllligan  v.  Brophy.  2  Code  R.  118. 

WHlnchman  v.  Butler,  7  How.  Pr.  462. 

Voi     T--7 
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A  demand  specifying  an  improper  county  is  irregularJ*  On 
a  demand  there  must  be  an  order  or  consent;  mere  service  of 
demand  is  not  sufficients^  In  a  demand  to  change  the  place  of 
trial  to  the  proper  county,  any  suggestion  as  to  which  is  the 
proper  county  is  surplusageJ^  Under  the  present  New  York 
Code  the  demand  must  specify  the  county  where  the  defendant 
requires  the  action  to  be  triedJ*  And  such  would  seem  the 
better  practice  in  California.  A  demand  for  change  of  venue 
is  not  insufficient  because  the  attorneys  of  the  defendant,  de- 
scribing themselves  as  such,  say  that  they  demand,  instead  of 
saying  that  the  defendant  demands,  the  change.'"^  The  de- 
mand for  change  may  be  signed  by  an  attorney  simultaneously 
with  his  appearance.'^* 

i  61.  FonxL  of  notice. 

Farm  No.  2, 

[Title.] 

To  ,  Attorney  for  Plaintiff: 

You  will  please  take  notice  that  the  defendant  will  move  this 

court,  at  the  courtroom  thereof, ,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  at  ten  o'clock  a.  m.,  of  said  day,  or 

as  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard,  for  an  order  chang- 
ing the  place  of  trial  of  this  action  to  the  Superior  Court  in  and 

for  the  county  of   Said  motion  will  be  made 

upon  affidavits,  copies  of  which  are  herewith  served  upon  you, 
and  upon  the  demand  to  change  the  place  of  trial,  and  the 
papers  on  file  in  the  case,  upon  the  following  grounds: 

I.  That  the   property   in   controversy   is   situated   in   said 
county. 

II.  That     the     defendants    are    both    residents     of    said 
county. 

III.  That  this  is  an  action  against  defendant 

for  an  act  done  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office,  said  defendant 
being  sheriff  of    county. 

[Date.] 

A.  B., 
Defendants*  Attorney.^ 

Ti  Beardsley  v.  Dickerson,  4  How.  Pr.  81. 

Ti  Hasbrouck  v.  M' Adam,  4  How.  Pr.  342;  3  Code  R.  39. 

Tsphllbrick  v.  Boyd,  16  Abb.  Pr.  393. 

T4  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  %  986. 

TO  Buck  V.  Eureka,  97  CaL  135. 

76  People  V.  Lame,  66  Cal.  235. 

77  The  applicant  may  give  other  statutory  reaaoDB*  aeeordlng  to 
the  facts  in  each  particular  case. 
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I  68.  Joinder  of  defendants.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that 
ail  of  the  defendants  must  join  in  the  application  for  a  change 
of  venne^  or  a  good  reason  shown  why  they  do  not;  otherwise 
it  will  be  denied.*'®  The  motion  may  be  made  by  one  of  several 
defendants^  on  notice  to  the  other  defendants,  unless  they  be- 
in  default;  or  a  defendant  subsequently  served,  after  a  similar 
motion  by  another  defendant  has  been  denied,  may  move  for  a 
change  of  place  of  trial.**®  This,  however,  seems  questionable, 
and  can  not  be  done  where  part  of  the  defendants  live  in  the 
county  where  the  action  is  brought,  if  the  motion  is  made  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  is  not  brought  where  defendants 
reside.^  In  an  action  to  determine  rights  to  real  estate  against 
fceveral  parties,  the  defendant  is  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to 
have  the  action  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the  real  estate  is 
situated,  and  all  the  defendants  need  not  join  in  claiming  such 
rights.®*'  So,  if  several  defendants  are  sued  as  sureties  on  a 
bond,  an  affidavit  of  merits  in  support  of  a  motion  for  a  change 
of  the  place  of  trial  need  not  be  made  by  more  than  one  of 
them.**  And  an  application  for  a  change  of  venue  to  the 
property  county,  made  by  all  the  defendants  who  had  been 
served  at  the  time,  can  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  fact 
that  before  its  determination  another  defendant  has  been  served, 
but  has  failed  to  join  in  the  application.^ 

i  68a.  Venue  —  change  of  to  county  of  defendant's  residence. 
A  defendant  has  the  right  to  have  the  action  tried  in  the 

/»8afll7  V.  Hutton,  6  Wend.  508;  Legg  v.  Dorsheim,  19  id.  700; 
Wellinir  V.  Sweet,  1  How.  Pr.  156;  Simmons  v.  McDougall,  2  id. 
77;  Pieper  v.  Gentinela  Land  Oo.,  56  Gal.  173;  McKenzie  v.  Barling, 
101  id.  458. 

^Malrs  V.  Remsen,  3  Code  R.  138;  Bergman  v.  Noble,  10  Oiv. 
Pro.  R.  190;  McSherry  v.  Penna.,  etc.,  Min.  Ck>.,  97  Cal.  637;  and 
flee  Bachman  v.  Cathry,  113  id.  498;  Job  v.  Butterfleld,  1  Bng.  Law 
k  Eq.  417. 

» N.  J.  Zinc  Co.  V.  Blood,  8  Abb.  Pr.  147. 

tt  See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  395. 

ttCNeil  V.  O'Neil,  54  Cat  187;  and  see  Warner  v.  Warner,  100 
idia 

tt  People  V.  Lame,  66  CaL  235;  and  see  Rowland  v.  Coyne,  55  id. 
1.  An  affidavit  of  merits  may  properiy  be  made  by  <me  of  two  or 
more  codefendants  for  the  benefit  of  all.  Palmer  v.  Barday,  92 
CaL  199. 

M  SUte  V.  Boperlor  Court,  9  Wash.  St  66& 
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county  of  his  residence,  except  where  it  is  otherwise  provided 
by  statutory  enactments.  And  a  court  has  no  juriBdictiou  to 
try  an  action  against  a  defendant  who  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
county  and  has  not  been  served  with  process  therein,  if  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  he  appears  and  demurs  or  answers,  files 
an  affidavit  of  merits  and  demands  that  the  trial  be  had  in  the 
proper  county.**  The  right  of  the  defendant  to  have  the  venue 
changed  to  the  county  of  his  residence  is  not  affected  by  the 
joinder  of  another  defendant  who  is  not  a  necessary  party,  an( 
against  whom  no  cause  of  action  is  stated.^  So  where  the  coni 
plaint  contains  two  causes  of  action  in  tort,  and  in  the  firs 
cause  of  action  the  county  in  which  the  tort  was  committed  i 
stated,  but  in  the  second  it  is  not,  a  change  of  venue  is  pro] 
erly  granted  to  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residence  upc 
the  second  cause  of  action,  and  the  defendant's  right  to  8u< 
change  can  not  be  abridged  by  reason  of  the  first  cause  of  a 
tion  being  properly  triable  in  the  county  where  the  action  ¥ 
commenced.®^  The  venue  of  an  action  for  damages,  co 
menced  in  a  county  in  which  none  of  the  defendants  resi 
will  be  changed  to  the  proper  county  on  the  application  of 
defendants  who  have  been  served  with  process.^  But  if  one 
the  defendants  resides  in  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  c< 
menced,  it  may  properly  be  tried  there,  and  an  order  reim 
to  change  the  venue  to  the  county  in  which  other  of  the 
fendants  reside  will  not  be  disturbed.^  At  least,  a  motio: 
change  the  venue  to  a  county  in  which  other  of  the  defend 
reside  will  not  be  granted,  unless  all  of  the  defendants  joi 
the  motion,  or  unless  good  reason  is  shown  why  they  have 
so  joined.**  Under  section  16,  article  12  of  the  Constiti 
of  California,  in  an  action  against  a  corporation  to  recover 
ages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
change  of  venue  to  the  county  in  which  its  principal  pla 
business  is  situated,  when  the  county  in  which  the  ax^tio^ 

^  State  y.  Superior  Court,  5  Wash.  St.  518;  and,  to   eame 
see  Kennedy  v.  Derrlckson,  id.  289;  Watklns  v.  De^ener,   6 
500. 

MSayward  v.  Houghton,  82  Oal.  628;  State  v.   Superior 
7  Wash.  St  306. 

87  Yore  V.  Murphy,  10  Mont.  304;  also,  Ah  Fongr    v.    Sten 
Cal.  30. 

88  Rnthj?eb  v.  Tisoornla,  66  Cal.  96. 
»  Hirechfeld  v.  Sevier,  77  Cal.  448. 
ooMcKenzie  v.  Barling,  101  Cal.  469. 
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brought  is  not  the  one  in  which  the  eontrax^t  was  made  or  was 
to  be  performed^  or  in  which  the  obligation  or  liability  arose  or 
the  breach  occurred,  or  in  which  the  principal  place  of  business 
of  the  corporation  is  situated.^^  But  where  a  corporation  is 
sued  in  any  one  of  the  counties  mentioned  ip  this  section  of 
the  Constitution,  it  can  not  demand  a  change  of  venue  as  mat- 
ter of  absolute  right,  but  only  as  in  other  cases  and  for  other 
reasons  than  that  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  commenced 
is  not  the  proper  county.*^*  One  who  is  involuntarily  substi- 
tuted as  the  sole  defendant  in  an  action  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
§  386),  is  entitled  to  a  change  of  venue  to  the  county  in  which 
he  resides,  notwithstanding  the  failure  of  the  original  defend- 
ant to  demand  such  a  change.^ 

i  63.  Statement  of  ground  —  not  the  proper  county  from  situa- 
tion of  sabjoct-matter. 

Farm  No.  j. 

[Substitute  in  preceding  form.] 

That  this  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  real  property  [or  of 
an  estate,  or  interest  therein,  or  for  the  determination  in  some 
form  of  such  right  or  interest,  or  for  injuries  to  real  property], 
and  that  the  said  real  properi;y  is  wholly  situatei  in  the  said 
last-named  county  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  392,  subd.  1). 

[Or  that  this  is  an  action  for  the  partition  of  real  property, 
which  said  property  is  wholly  situate  in  the  said  county  to  which 
the  desired  change  is  asked  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  392,  subd.  2). 

[Or,  that  this  is  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
of  [or  lien  upon]  real  property,  and  that  the  land  in  said  mort- 
gage [or  lien]  described  is  wholly  situate  in  said  last-named 
county]  (Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  392,  subd.  3).»* 

M  See  Oohn  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  71  Cal.  488;  By  rum  v. 
Stockton,  etc.,  Agr.  Works,  91  id.  657. 

M  National  Bank  v.  Superior  Cburt,  83  Cal.  498;  Trezevant  v. 
Strong  Co.,  102  id.  47;  and  see  Lewis  v.  Southern  Pacific,  etc.,  R.  R. 
Co.,  66  id.  200;  O^s  v.  Helena,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  10  Mont.  524,  actions 
against  corp<Hiitl<Mi8  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries. 

n  Howell  v.  Stetefeldt  Furnace  Co.,  60  Cal.  153. 

M  Mining  claims  are  real  estate  within  the  meaning  of  this  act, 
and  are  governed  by  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Where  a  suit 
for  real  estate  is  brought  in  the  wrong  county,  a  motion  to  change 
the  venue,  and  not  a  demurrer,  is  the  proper  reme<1y.  And  in  such 
case  there  is  no  discretion  in  the  court,  the  change  being  a  matter 
of  right.  Wntts  V.  White,  W  Cal.  .321.  It  is  Inoumbent  upon  the 
court  to  transfer  the  cause  to  the  proper  county  upon  a  mere 
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/  same  —  not  the  oounty  where  cause  of  action  arose. 

Form  No,  4. 

jtite  in  Form  No.  2.] 

That  this  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  or  for- 
feiture imposed  by  statute,  except,  etc.  (see  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
§  303,  subd.  1);  and  that  it  arose  in  the  said  last-named  county. 

Or,  that  this  is  an  action  against  defendant  for  an  act  done 

by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office,  said  defendant  being  the 

of  said  last-named  county,  and  a  resident  thereof 

(Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  393,  subd.  2);  [or  when  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  done  by,  and  suit  was  brought  against  a  person 
who,  by  command  of  such  officer,  or  in  his  aid,  performed  the 
act  which  is  the  subject  of  the  action,  add]  and  that  such  per- 
son is  a  resident  of  the  last-named  county,  etc.* 

I  65.  Affidavit  on  the  ground  of  nonresldenoe. 

Form  No.  5. 

[Title.] 
[Venue.] 
A.  B.,  the  defendant  in  the  above-entitled  action,  being  duly 
sworn,  deposes  and  says  as  follows: 

I.  The  summons  and  complaint  in  this  action  were  served  on 
me  on  the day  of ,  18 . . . 

II.  I  further  say,  that  I  have  fully  and  fairly  stated  the  case 

in  this  cause  to  G.  H.,  my  counsel,  who  resides  at  No , 

in street,  in  the  city  of ,  and  after 

such  statement  I  am  by  him  advised  and  verily  believe  that  I 
have  a  good  and  substantial  defense  on  the  merits  to  the  action. 

III.  All  the  parties  defendant  to  this  action  reside  in  the 
county  of ,  in  this  state. 

[Jukat.]  [Signatuke.] 

f  66.  The  same  —  affidavit  of  merits.  An  affidavit  of  merits, 
which  declares  "  that  the  defendant  has  fully  and  fairly  stated 
the  case  to  his  counsel,  and  that  he  has  a  good  and  substantial 
defense  on  the  merits  to  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  demand. 
as  he  is  advised  by  his  counsel,  and  verily  believes  to  be  true,". 

sugrgestion,  and  no  affidavit  of  merits  is  necessary.  Fritts  v.  Gamp. 
94  Cal.  398.  Courts  outside  of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is 
situated  have  no  jurisdiction.    Urton  v.  Woolsey,  87  Cal.  38. 

W5  It  1b  not  expected  that  each  form  piven  will  exactly  fit  each 
cnse.  as  it  arises  In  the  practice  ~  but  the  general  form  Is  deemed 
correct 
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is  sufficient.^  The  affidavit  of  merits  must  be  made  and  served 
with  notice  of  motion.*^^  It  is  a  common  and  convenient  prac-* 
tice  to  combine  the  affidavit  of  merits  with  the  affidavit  of  the 
gronnd  on  which  the  motion  is  made^  where  the  latter  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint^  and  has  to  be  estabUshed 
by  affidavit.  It  has  been  held  that  where  it  appears  from  the 
affidavit  of  merits,  that  the  defendant  ia  entitled  to  file  an  an- 
.  swer  which  will  raise  issues  for  trial  which  he  desires  to  have 
tried  in  the  proper  county,  the  affidavit  is  sufficient.**  The  affi- 
davit may  be  made  by  the  attorney  of  the  party  applying  for 
the  change  of  venue,  where  it  shows  sufficient  reason  for  its 
not  being  made  by  the  party  himself.^ 

I  07.  The  Mune  — residence  of  parties.  The  principal  place 
of  businesB  of  a  corporation  is  its  residence,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  term.*^  A  willful  or  careless  ignorance  of  the  resi- 
dence of  the  defendant  does  not  put  it  in  the  power  of  the 
plaintiff  to  sue  him  in  any  county  of  the  state,  however  remote 

M  Butler  V.  MitcheU,  17  Wis.  52;  Watklns  v.  Degener,  63  Gal.  500; 
Rowland  v.  Coyne,  55  id.  1,  4;  BueU  v.  Dodge,  63  Id.  553. 

^  Lynch  v.  Mosher,  4  How.  Pr.  86.  As  to  sufficiency  of  affidavit 
of  merits,  consult  Ricliards  v.  Sweetzer,  1  Code  K,  117;  BUls  v. 
Jones,  6  How.  I^.  296;  Riekards  v.  Sweetzer,  3  Id.  413;  Jordan  v. 
Garrison,  6  id.  6;  Mixer  v.  Kubn,  4  id.  400,  412.  Tlie  affiant  should 
aver  that  he  was  fully  and  fairly  stated  "  the  case,*'  not  "  his  case/* 
to  bis  attorney.  People  v.  Larue,  66  Cal.  235.  But  there  is  no 
essential  difference  between  an  affidavit  of  merits  which  states 
that  the  defendant  **  has  fuUy  and  fairly  stated  the  case  in  this 
action,"  and  one  which  states  that  he  "  has  fully  and  fairly  stated 
the  facts  of  the  said  case."  Rathgeb  v.  Tiscornia,  66  Cal.  96.  And 
an  affidavit  of  merits  otherwise  good  is  not  defective  because  of 
failure  to  aU^e  that  the  affiant  believed  the  advice  of  his  counsel. 
NVatt  V.  Bradley,  95  Cal.  415.  Nor  is  it  insufficient  because  of  the 
omission  of  the  names  of  the  defendants  from  the  title  of  the 
action,  where  the  notice  of  motion  states  that  tt!e  motion  will  be 
Diade  "  upon  the  affidavit  and  demand  of  defendant  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  annexed  and  served  with  said  notice,  and  upon  said 
notice  and  all  the  papers  and  pleadings  on  file  in  said  action,"  and 
both  the  notice  and  demand  were  duly  entitled  in  the  action,  and 
the  affidavit  was  filed  with  the  notice.  Id.  But  an  affidavit  of 
meritb  averring  merely  that  the  affiant  had  fully  and  fairly  stated 
to  the  attorney  all  the  facts  constituting  the  defense  of  the  de- 
fondantB,  etc..  Instead  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  is  insufficient  Pal- 
mer V.  Barclay,  92  Cal.  199. 

« State  V.  Sui>erior  Court,  9  Wash.  St.  668. 

«Nicholl  V.  Nicholl,  66  Cal.  36. 

if^.TeTikins  v.  California  Stage  Co.,  22  Cal.  537;  see  S  65,  anii. 
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from  his  residence.    To  resist  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  that  he  used  all  proper  diligence 
to  ascertain  the  residence  of  the  defendant  before  Buit,  and 
failed.*®^    The  motion  to  change  on  the  ground  of  nonresi- 
dence  of  defendant  can  not  be  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the 
convenience  of  witnesses  requires  the  action  to  be  retained 
where  it  is  commenced.    And  if  the  court  refuses  to  grant  the 
change  when  asked  for  on  such  ground^  where  the  motion  is 
made  at  the  time  of  defendant's  demurring  or  appearance,  it 
is  ground  for  reversal  on  appeal.^^ 

I  68.  Affidavit  on  ground  of  partiality  and  prejudio*. 

Form  No.  6, 

[Title.] 
[Venue.] 
[Same  as  in  Form  No.  5^  down  to  III.] 
III.  I  have  reason  to  believe  and  do  believe  that  I  can  nc 
have  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  in  said  court  in  which  this  actio 
is  brought^  by  reason  of  the  interest,  prejudice^  and  bias  of  i\ 
people  of  said  county  [give  the  facts].  A.  B. 

[Jurat.] 

fi  69.  The  same  —  circumstances  to  be  stated.  It  is  nec< 
sary  to  state  in  the  affidavit  facts  and  circumstances  whi 
induce  the  belief  that  an  impartial  trial  can  not  be  had,  in  ore 
that  the  court  may  judge  whether  the  belief  is  well  found* 
the  affidavits  of  individuals  to  their  belief  that  an  impart 
trial  can  not  be  had  are  insufficient.*^  It  has  been  said  tl 
an  actual  experiment  should  be  first  made  by  attempting 
impanel  a  jury,  or  by  at  least  one  trial  of  the  cause.*^  1 
this  rule  has  not  been  sustained,  and  other  circumstances  tl 
an  actual  trial  are  sometimes  held  sufficient  evidence  that 
impartial  trial  can  not  be  had.*^ 

101  Lohr  V.  Latham,  15  Cal.  418. 

102  Oook  V.  Pendergast.  61  Cal.  72;  Bailey  v.  Sloan,  I  West  C 
Rep.  472;  Heald  v.  Hendj,  65  Cal.  321;  Williams  v.  KTeller,  6 
141. 

108  Bowman  v.  Ely,  2  Wend.  250;  People  v.  Bodine,  7  Elill, 
People  V.  Vermilye,  7  Cow.  108,  137;  Scott  v.  Gibhs,  2  Johns. 
116;  Corp.  of  N.  Y.  v.  Dawson,  id.  335;  Sloan  v.  Smith,  3  Oal. 
State  V.  MiUain,  3  Nev.  400. 

104  Messenger  v.  Holmes,  12  Wend.  203;  People  v.  Wright,  5  : 
Pr.  23. 

105  People  V.  Webb,  1  mil.  179;  People  v.  Long  Island  R.  R 
4  I'ark.  Cr.  602;  Budge  v.  Northam,  20  How.  Pr.  248. 
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I  70.  TIm  same  —  amount  of  partiality  or  prejudice  neceesary. 
The  general  eentiments  of  the  community  respecting  the  merits 
of  an  exciting  case  may  be  such  an  obstacle  to  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  that  a  change  should  be  ordered.^^     But  the 
court  will  not  grant  a  change  of  venue  on  the  ground  that  the 
prejudices  of  the  people  of  the  county  are  against  turnpike 
roads,  in  an  action  where  such  a  company  is  a  party.^^    Nor  is 
it  a  ground  for  a  change  of  venue  that  the  people  of  the  county 
in  which  the  action  is  to  be  tried  are  generally  interested  in  the 
question  involved.^^    Nor  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff   will 
the  influence  of  his  office  be  sufficient  reason.^^    But  a  change 
of  venue  will  be  ordered  when  it  appears  that  one  hundred 
citizens  united  in  employing  counsel  to  prosecute  the  defend- 
tnt.*^*    But  not  because  a  high  party  spirit  prevails.^*^ 

iM  People  V.  Baker,  3  Park.  Or.  181,  187;  S.  C,  3  Abb.  Pr.  42. 

iw  New  Windsor  Tamplke  Co.  v.  Wilson,  8  Oai.  127. 

iwConley  V.  Chedlc.  7  Nev.  336. 

IV  Baker  v.  Sleiget,  2  Oai.  46. 

"0  People  V.  Lee,  5  Cal.  358. 

Ill  Zobieekie  v.  Bander,  1  Cat.  487.  In  general,  granting  or  ref us. 
ing  change  of  venue  on  account  of  the  partiality  or  prejudice  of 
the  citizens  of  the  county  is  discretionary  with  the  court,  subject 
to  lerlBlon  only  in  cases  of  abuse.  Watflon  v.  Whitney,  23  Gal. 
375;  and  see  State  v.  Billings,  77  loWa,  417:  Power  v.  People,  17 
CoL  178;  In  rt  Davis*  Estate,  11  Mont  1.  Under  a  statute  providing 
that  the  Judge  shall  grant  a  change  of  venue  whenever  either 
party  to  a  civil  action  shall  file  an  affidavit  that  the  opposite  party 
has  an  undue  influence  over  the  citizens  of  the  county,  or  that  an 
odlnm  attaches  to  the  applicant  or  to  his  cause  of  defense,  if  an 
affidavit  Is  flled  setting  up  the  existence  of  such  prejudicial  fact  in 
the  words  of  the  statute  the  court  has  no  discretion  to  refuse  a 
change  of  venue.  Perkins  v.  McDowell,  8  Wyo.  203.  The  existence 
of  local  prejudice  is  of  no  consequence,  where  the  cause  is  a  chan- 
^'ery  cause,  triable  to  the  court.  In  such  case  if  the  trial  Judge 
ibonld  imbibe  any  of  the  local  feeling,  a  change  of  venue  could  be 
granted,  or  the  Judge  of  another  district  be  called  in.  People  v. 
Rogers,  12  Col.  279.  An  application  for  a  change  of  venue  under  the 
Code  of  New  Mexico,  section  1833,  will  not  be  granted  on  the 
fToond  that  a  fair  trial  can  not  be  had  within  the  county  where 
the  action  is  brought,  if  the  affidavit  does  not  set  forth  facts  suffi- 
dent  to  support  the  application.  Thus  where  the  plaintiffs  In  an 
action  of  replevin  own  a  mine  from  which  the  ore  in  controversy 
came,  and  the  application  is  made  on  the  ground  that  an  organized 
romhination  was  continually  stealing  ore  from  the  mine,  It  ought 
to  be  shown  of  what  persons  this  combination  was  composed,  and 
la  what  manner  they  were  trying  to  influence  the  action  of  the 
Juiy.    Lady  Franklin  Min.  Co.,  4  N.  Mex.  39.   If  one  county  Is 
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I  71.  Affldavit  on  account  of  conv«nieno6  of  wltmim. 

Form  No.  /. 

[Title.] 
[Venue.] 
[Same  as  in  No.  5,  down  to  III.] 

III.  I  have  fully  and  fairly  stated  to  my  counBel  the  facti 
which  I  expect  to  prove  by  each  and  every  one  of  the  followinj 
witnesses,  viz.:  J.  K.,  L.  M.,  and  0.  P.;  and  each  and  ever 
one  of  them  is  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  my  defens 
on  the  trial  of  this  canse,  as  I  am  advised  by  my  said  counsc 
and  verily  believe,  and  that  without  the  testimony  of  each  ai 
every  one  of  the  said  witnesses,  I  can  not  safely  proceed  to  t 
trial  of  this  cause,  as  I  am  also  advised  by  my  said  counsel,  a 
verily  believe. 

IV.  That  each  and  every  one  of  said  witnesses  reside  in 
cou^ty  of ,  viz.:    [State  the  residence  of  each. 

V.  The  facts  which  I  expect  to  prove  by  said  witnesses 
as  follows:    By  J.  K.,  the  fact  that,  etc.;  by  L.  M.,  that,  et 

[Jurat.]  [Signature 

Where  an  action  to  compel  a  conveyance  of  real  esta 
commenced  in  the  county  where  the  real  estate  is  situated 
place  of  trial  may  be  changed  by  agreement  of  the  partii 
by  order  of  the  court,  where  the  convenience  of  witnessei 
be  promoted  by  such  change."* 

t  79.  The  same  -^  what  affidavit  should  state.  The  af 
should  be  made  by  the  defenda.nt  himself,  but  may  be  rrn 
the  defendant's  attorney  where  special  reasons  are  8h< 
The  facts  expected  to  be  proved  must  be  stated  in  the  af 
and  wherein  thev  are  material  must  be  shown. ^**  And  tV 
that  each  is  expected  to  prove  should  be  specifieally 
where  there  is  anv  contest  as  to  the  convenience  of  witn 

ft' 

The  affidavit  should  state  the  witnesses'  names  and  re 
The  statement  that  thev  are  residents  of  the  conntv  n 

ft'  » 

attached  to  another  for  judicial  purpoeeB,  a  petition    tor   t 
of  venue  from  the  county  to  which  the  other  is  attaclieil. 
^?round  of  prejudice  of  its  inhabitants,  is  insufficient,  unleee 
that  the  prejudice  claimed  exrencls  to  the  inhabitants  of  tV 
county.    Black  v.  Rent,  20  Col.  342. 

"2  Duffy  V.   DufTy.   104  Cal.  602. 

n»  Scott  V.  GlbbR.  2  Johns.  Cas.  11«:  NiohoH  v.  ISTlclioll.  li 

iM  People  V.  Hayes.  7  How.  Pr.  24H. 

IM  Price  V.  Fort  Edward  Water  Works.  16  How'.  I>r.  51 
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not  gufficient/^^  as  the  place  of  trial  will  be  determined  by 
the  county  in  which  the  witnesses  reside  rather  than  by  the  dis* 
tince  they  must  travel.^^^  That  each  and  every  one  is  a  neces* 
sary  witness  must  appear,  and  that  without  the  testimony  pf 
etch  he  could  not  safely  proceed^  is  also  essential.^^^  The  words 
''  eveiy  one  of  them  "  are  held  eseential.^^^  It  must  appear  that 
the  witnesses  are  necessary  as  well  as  material.^^  And  wherein 
they  are  material,  and  that  without  them  he  can  not  safely  go 
to  trial.***  Very  little  reliance  is  placed  by  the  courts  upon 
a  general  allegation  of  the  materiality  of  witnesses,  unless  it  be 
shown  wherein  they  are  material.*^  The  afBdavit  in  New  York 
should  state  among  other  things,  that  he  fully  and  fairly  stated 
his  case  to  counsel:  9  Wend.  431;  3  Cow.  14;  giving  name  and 
residence  of  such  counsel,  and  has  fully  and  fairly  disclosed  to 
him  the  facts  which  he  expects  to  prove  by  each;  *®  and  that  he 
has  a  good  and  substantial  defense  upon  the  merits.*^  When 
defendant  is  himself  a  counselor,  the  affidavit  may  be  modified 
accordingly.*"  It  should  also  state  the  name  of  the  county 
designated  in  the  complaint  as  the  coimty  of  trial.*^  And  if 
not  made  by  all  the  defendants,  the  reason  why.*^ 

I  78.  The  same  —  granting  motion  discretionary.  The  grant- 
ing or  refusing  of  a  motion  to  change  the  venue  on  the  ground 
of  convenience  of  witnesses  is  discretionary  with  the  trial  court, 
and  subject  to  review  only  in  cases  of  abuse.^^     In  an  action 

IK  Anonymous,  6  Cow.  388:  Westbrook  v.  Merrltt  1  How.  Pr. 
195;  see  Pierce  v.  Ounn.  3  Hill  445. 
"7HuU  V.  Hull.  1  Hill.  671;  People  v.  Wright,  6  How.  Pr.  23. 

118  Onondaga  Co.  Bk.  v.  Shepherd,  19  Wend.  10;  Satterlee  v. 
Great  6  Cow.  38;  3  Id.  425;  6  Id.  389;  Conetantlne  v.  Dunham, 
9  Wend.  431. 

119  See  cases  cited  In  precediqcr  nota 

^Satterlee  y.  Groot,  6  Cow.  33:  see  Young  v.  Scott,  3  Hill.  32.  35. 

121  Anonymous,  3  Wend.  424;  Constantlne  v.  Dunham.  9  id.  431. 

*»  People  V.  Hayes.  7  Hovp^.  Pr.  248.  It  is  not  necessary,  how- 
ever, to  state  that  affiant  expects  to  be  able  to  procure  the  attend- 
ance of  the  witnesses  at  the  trial.    Reavls  v.  Cowell,  56  Cal.  588. 

i2»9  Wend.  10;  Hemingway  v.  Spaulding,  1  How.  Pr.  70;  Robin- 
ton  V.  Merritt  id.  165;  Anonymous.  1  Hill.  60S:  Am.  Ex.  Bank  v. 
HIU,  22  How.  Pr.  29;  3  Cow.  14. 

1^  President,  etc.  v.  Board  of  Supervisors.  1  How.  Pr.  162. 

12S  Cromwell  y.  Van  Rensselaer,  3  Cow.  d46. 

iMBull  V.   Bubbltt.  1   How.  Pr.  184;  1  Hill.  668. 

i«  Welling  V.  Sweet,  1  How.  Pr.  156. 

usPierson  v.  McCahiU.  22  Cal.  127;  Hanchett  v.  Finch.  47  Id.  192; 


§§  ?4>  75  QBKERAL  PRINCIPLES.  60 

to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  lands  partly  in  two  countieey  where 
the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  established  clearly 
that  the  convenience  of  witnesses  would  be  promoted  by  a 
change  of  venue  to  the  other  county  in  which  the  suit  might 
properly  have  been  brought,  and  the  record  discloseB  no  reason 
or  sufficient  showing  to  the  contmry^  an  order  denying  the  mo- 
tion of  the  defendants  for  such  change  can  not  be  justified  upon 
the  ground  that  the  granting  of  such  orders  is  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  it  will  be  reversed  upon  appeal.** 

I  74.  The  same  —  when  motion  may  be  made.  It  would  seem 
that  in  Nevada  an  application  for  change  of  venue  for  con- 
venience of  witnesses  is  proper  after  answer  filed  and  cause  set 
for  trial.**®  In  New  York  the  motion  for  change  on  this  ground 
can  not  be  made  before  issue  joined,*^*  and  the  same  is  true  in 
California.*^*  Consequently  a  plaintiflf  can  not,  before  issue 
joined,  use  this  ground  to  resist  a  motion  to  change  the  venue, 
made  by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  of  nonresidence  in  the 
county  in  which  the  action  is  brought. 

I  75.  Affidavit  on  the  ground  of  disqualification  of  the  Judge. 

Form  No.  8. 

[Title.] 
[Venue.] 
[Same  as  in  No.  5  down  to  III.] 

III.  That  the  Hon.  X.  Y.,  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the 
complaint  in  this  action  is  filed,  is  disqualified  from  presiding 
in  the  same  [he  being  related  to  the  plaintiff  within  three  de- 
grees of  consanguinity,  to-wit:  a  brother  of  the  plaintiff;  or  he 

Avila  V.  Meherin,  68  id.  478;  People  v.  Vincent,  95  Id.  427;  Stock- 
ton, etc.,  Agr.  Works  v.  Houser.  103  Id.  377;  State  v.  Superior  Ct,, 
9  Wash.  St.  673;  De  Wein  v.  Osbom,  12  Ool.  407;  Michael  v.  MIIIb, 
22  Id.  439.  The  mere  preponderance  In  number  of  witnesses  on  the 
one  side  or  the  other  Is  not  necessarily  decislTe  of  the  application. 
Cnanton  v.  Ruffner,  78  Oal.  268. 

i»  Thompson  v.  Brandt,  98  Oal.  156. 

ISO  Sheckles  t.  Sheckles,  3  Nev.  404;  compare  Williams  v.  Keller, 
6  id.  141. 

iti  Mason  v.  Brown,  6  How.  Pr.  481;  Merrill  v.  Grinnell.  10  id. 
SI;  Toll  V.  Cromwell,  12  id.  79;  Hubbard  v.  Nat.  Ins.  Co.,  11  Id.  149. 

IM  Cook  V.  Pendergast,  61  Cal.  72.  Neither  party  can  move  tot  a 
change  of  venue  on  the  ground  of  the  convenience  of  witnesses,  until 
after  answer.  Thomas  t.  PlacerviUe.  etc.,  Mln.  Oa.  66  Cal.  600; 
Howell  V.  Stetefeldt  Furnace  Oo.,  69  id.  153;  Wallace  v.  Owsley^ 
11  Mont.  219. 
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having  heretofore  acted  as  counsel  in  this  action  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff]."* 

[D  ATK.  ]  [SlON  ATUBB.  ] 

I  78.  The  same— -what  amounts  to  disqualification  —  bias 
or  prejndiea.  Bias  or  prejudioe  on  the  part  of  the  judge  consti- 
tutes no  legal  incapacity  to  sit  on  the  trial  of  a  cause^  nor  is 
it  a  BufScient  ground  to  authorize  a  change  of  place  of  trial. 
The  fact  alone  that  the  judge^  on  a  previous  trial  of  the  same 
cause^  made  an  erroneous  rulings  is  no  evidence  of  the  exist- 
ence of  bias  or  prejudice  in  his  mind.^^  Nor  is  the  exhibition 
by  a  judge  of  partisan  feeling,  or  the  unnecessary  expression  of 
an  opinion  upon  the  justice  or  merits  of  a  controversy,  though 
exoeedingly  indecorous,  improper,  and  reprehensible,  as  calcu- 
lated to  throw  suspicion  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and 
bring  the  administration  of  justice  into  contempt,  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  change  of  venue,  on  the  ground  that  the  judge  is 
disqualified  from  sitting.  The  law  establishes  a  different  rule 
for  determining  the  disqualification  of  judges  from  that  applied 
to  jurors."*^  And  bias  or  prejudice  of  the  presiding  judge  is 
not  a  legal  ground  upon  which  a  motion  for  change  of  venue 
may  be  granted  in  a  civil  action,  there  being  no  statute  ex- 
pressly disqualifying  a  judge  upon  that  ground  in  such  action.^^ 
TkuB,  bias  and  prejudice  of  the*  judge  against  the  defendant 
corporation  and  its  president  and  resident  manager  is  not  a 
ground  of  disqualification,  and  will  not  entitle  the  defendant 
to  a  change  of  venue.*" 

mTbis  affidavit  Is  rarely  if  ever  made  as  a  rule:  the  bare  sug- 
sestlon  to  the  Judge  of  any  one  of  tbese  facts  is  sufilcient.  As  to 
what  coQstltate  disqualifications,  see  Cal.  Code  Glv.  Pro.,  |  ItO. 

iS4  People  V.  Williams,  24  Gal.  31. 

iss  McOauley  v.  Weller,  12  Gal.  500. 

'M/n  re  Dayis'  Estate*  11  Mont.  1;  In  re  Jones,  108  Gal.  897;  see 
Cat  Code  (Mv.  Pro.,  f  170. 

1S7  Bulwer,  etc.,  Min.  Go.  v.  Standard,  etc.,  Min.  Co.,  83  Gal.  613. 
The  refusal  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace  to  aUow  a  change  of  venue, 
upon  an  affidavit  showing  the  interest,  prejudice,  and  bias  of  the 
Justice,  though  erroneous,  and  subject  to  reversal  upon  appeal, 
does  not  raider  subsequent  proceedings  hetoirB  the  justice  without 
Jurisdiction,  nor  Inyalidate  the  judgment  rendered  by  him,  nor 
render  the  constable  liable  to  the  defendant  for  the  conversion  of 
his  property  sold  under  execution  issued  upon  such  Judgment. 
BItsman  v.  Bumham^  114  Cal.  522^ 
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i  77.  The  same  —  conBanguinlty.  TLe  statutes  of  all  of  the 
states  disqualify  judges  from  hearing  and  determining  causes 
when  they  are  related  to  the  parties  therein.  The  statute  of 
California,  whiclx.  may  be  taken  as  an  example  in  this  regard, 
provides  that  no  judge  shall  sit  or  act  as  such  in  any  action  or 
proceeding,  when  he  is  related  to  either  party  or  to  an  attorney, 
counsel,  or  agent  of  either  party,  by  consanguinity  or  affinity, 
within  the  third  degree.  Such  disqualification,  however,  does 
not  prohibit  him  from  arranging  the  business  of  his  court,  or 
from  transferring  such  action  to  some  other  court.^^  Even 
if  no  objection  is  made,  he  has  no  right  to  act,  and  ought,  of 
his  own  motion,  to  decline  to  sit  as  judge.  In  such  case  an  order 
of  the  judge  dismissing  the  action  is  void,  on  the  ground  of  his 
incapacity  to  act^^® 

I  78.  The  aame  —  couneel  in  the  case.  It  is  sufficient  cause 
for  removal  that  the  judge  where'  the  venue  was  laid  has  been 
counsel  or  attorney  in  the  case.^**^  Thus  where  the  probate 
judge  held  a  power  of  attorney  from  certain  persons  claiming 
to  be  the  heirs-at-law  of  the  deceased,  and  authorizing  him  to 
receive  for  them  all  money  and  property  which  they  might  be 
entitled  to  from  the  estate,  for  which  he  was  to  receive  a  per- 
centage upon  the  proceeds  of  the  estate,  and  that  these  proceed- 
ings were  instituted  at  the  instance  of  said  probate  judge, 
a  change  of  venue  should  be  granted.^*^  A  change  of  the  place 
of  trial  may  be  had  on  the  ground  that  the  judge  of  the  court 
in  which  the  action  was  brought  had  received  a  general  re- 
tainer from  one  of  the  parties.^*^    But  a  judge  is  not  disquali- 

138  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  170;  De  la  Guerra  v.  Burton,  2a  OaL  592. 
The  word  ''  party,"  as  used  In  the  statute,  is  not  confined  to  those 
who  are  parties  to  the  record  by  name,  but  includes  all  persons 
whose  Interests  are  represented  by  parties  to  the  record.  Howell 
V.  Budd,  91  Gal.  342.  It  is  held  in  Colorado,  that  the  Judge  is  not 
necessarily  disqualified  by  the  fact  that  his  brother  is  an  attorney 
for  one  vf  the  parties  In  the  case.    Patriclt  v.  Crowe,  15  Col.  543. 

139  People  V.  JoFe  Ramon  de  la  Guerra,  24  Cal.  73.  Acts  of  a 
judge.  Involving  the  exercise  of  Judicial  discretion,  In  a  case  where 
he  is  disqualified  from  acting,  are  not  voidable  only,  but  void. 
Frevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev.  363. 

140  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  170;  2  Wend.  290;  Bambart  v.  Fulkerth, 
59  Cal.  130. 

ui  Estate  of  White,  37  Cal.  190;  citing  Oalcley  v.  Asplnwall,  Z 
N.  Y.  547. 
143  Kern  Valley  Water  Co.  v.  McCord,  70  CaL  eM. 
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fied  from  sitting  at  the  trial  of  a  cause^  for  the  reason  that^ 
before  his  election  to  the  bench^  he  had  been  attorney  for  one 
of  the  parties  in  another  action  involving  one  of  the  issues  in 
the  case  on  trial.  ^^ 

i  79.  The  same  —  interested  in  the  action.  Judges  are  pro- 
hibited from  hearing  and  determining  causes  in  which  they 
are  parties  or  in  which  they  are  interested.  Statutes  to  this 
effect  prevail  in  all  the  states,  and  should  receive  a  broad  and 
liberal  interpretation  rather  than  one  that  is  technical  or 
strict,^**  This  prohibition  does  not  extend  to  cases  where  the 
interest  is  simply  in  some  question  of  law  involved  in  the  con- 
troversy, or  when  it  is  indirect  and  remote.  It  does  not  extend 
toallcases  where  the  interest  of  the  judge  is  a  direct  and  imme- 
diate interest  in  the  result  of  the  action.  But  in  an  action  for 
an  injunction,  where  the  property  of  the  judge  was  equally 
subject  to  injury  by  the  acts  sought  to  be  enjoined  as  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  and  where  the  injunction  sought  would 
equally  protect  his  property,  the  judge  is  disqualified  from  act- 
ing, and  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  lie  to  restrain  him  from  pro- 
ceeding in  the  action,  although  the  court  over  which  he 
presides  has  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.^** 

§  80.  The  same  —  form  of  affidavit.  An  affidavit  made  on 
appUcation  to  change  the  place  of  trial  which  states  "  that  the 
judge,  as  the  affiant  is  informed,  and  verily  believes,  has  fre- 
quently stated  that  he  believes  the  affiant  guilty  of  the  crime 
charged  in  the  indictment,  and  has  frequently  expressed  himself 

lo  Cleghom  t.  Cleghom,  66  Cal.  309. 

i**8tockwell  V.  Township  Board  of  White  Lake,  22  Mich.  350; 
North  Bloomfleld  Gravel  Min.  Co.  v.  Keyser,  58  Cal.  315. 

i«  North  Bloomfleld  Gravel  Min.  Co.  v.  Keyser,  58  Oal.  315. 
The  fact  that  the  Judge  before  whom  a  case  Is  to  be  tried  has 
commenced  an  Independent  action  against  the  plaintiffs  upon  an 
mtlrely  different  cause  of  action,  it  appearing  that  the  judgment 
la  one  case  would  In  no  way  be  affected  by  the  Judgment  in  the 
other,  does  not  show  such  lnte:est  In  the  action  as  to  disqualify 
Wm  from  trying  the  cause,  and  lie  may  properly  deny  a  motion  to 
chaniEre  the  place  of  trial  for  such  alleged  disqualification.  Sontb- 
on,  etc..  Road  Co.  v.  San  Bernardino  Nat.  Bank,  100  Cal.  316. 
In  Ohio,  it  is  a  pecuniary  Interest  of  the  Judge  In  the  event  or 
nsiilt  of  the  trial  which  requires  the  removal  of  a  cause.  SU^ 
V.  Winget,  37  Ohio  St.  153.    • 
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againflt  and  adversely  to  the  affiant  in  connection  witii  said 
charge/^  does  not  merit  consideration,  as  it  contains  a  mere 
charge  upon  information  and  belief,  and  does  not  show  how  the 
information  was  -obtained,  or  upon  what  the  belief  was  boaed.^^ 
And  we  might  add,  that  such  an  affidavit>  unless  some  facts  are 
stated,  ought  to  subject  the  party  making  it  to  punishment  for 
contempt 

I  81.  The  saxne^  transfer  of  cause.  Where  a  judge  is  in- 
capacitated to  act  as  such,  the  action  should  be  transferred  — 
not  dismissed;  an  order  dismissing  the  action  would  be  null  and 
Toid."^ 

S  88.  AAdavlt  resisting  motion  for  change. 

Form  No.  p. 

[Title.] 
[Venue.] 

A.  B.,  plaintiff  above  named,  being  duly  sworn,  says  as  fol- 
lows: 

I.  I  have  fully  and  fairly  stated  to  E.  F.,  my  counsel  in  this 

cause,  who  resides  at ,  in  the  county  of , 

the  facts  which  I  expect  to  prove  by  each  and  every  one  of  the 

following  witnesses,  viz.:  G.  H.,  of  the  town  of ; 

J.  K.,  of  the  town  of ;  L.  M.,  of  the  town  of 

,  all  of  whom  reside  in  said  county  of ; 

and  that  they  are,  each  and  every  one  of  them,  material  and 
necessary  witnesses  for  me  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  as  I  am 
advised  by  said  counsel,  and  as  I  verily  believe;  and  that  without 
the  testimony  of  each'  and  every  one  of  said  witnesses  I  can  not 
safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  this  cause,  as  I  am  also  advised  by 
my  said  counsel,  and  verily  believe. 

146  People  V.  WilliamB,  24  Cal.  ai.  See,  as  to  sufficiency  of  affi- 
davit on  account  of  tlie  prejudice  of  the  Judge,  Wabash,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Eddy,  72  lU.  138;  McCann  v.  People,  88  Id.  108.  Ir- 
relevant and  immaterial  affidavit  setting  forth  bias  or  prejudice 
on  the  part  of  the  Judge.    Matter  of  Jones.  103  Cal.  897. 

147  Burton  v.  Covamiblas,  California  April  Term,  1865,  not  re- 
ported. Under  section  398  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  Gall* 
forafa,  it  is  the  dnty  of  a  Judge  before  whom  an  action  is  pending, 
and  who  Is  disqualified  from  acting  as  such,  to  transfer  the  cau8« 
without  delay  to  some  other  court  where  the  like  diiMioallflcatloii 
does  not  exist.    Kmmdick  v.  Crump,  98  Gal.  117. 
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11.  That  the  facts  which  I  expect  to  prove  by  said  witnesses 
are  as  follows  [state  in  detail  the  facts  and  circumstances  ex- 
'  pected  to  be  proved  by  each  witness,  naming  him,  and  the 
mateiiality  of  those  facts]. 

[Jurat.  ]  [  Sign  atubb.  ] 

i  83.  Thm  same  —  form  of  affidavit.  Affidavits  to  oppose  a 
motion  for  a  change  of  place  of  trial  on  the  ground  of  con- 
Tenience  of  witnesses  should  be,  in  form  and  substance,  ^modlar 
to  the  moving  affidavits  of  the  defendant,  and  should  state 
what  is  expected  to  be  proved  by  the  witnesses,^*®  and  their 
names.*^ 

i  84b  The  same  —  when  plaintifC  may  oppose.  In  New  York, 
a  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  on  the  ground  that  the 
connty  named  in  the  complaint  is  not  the  proper  county  can 
not  be  resisted  by  the  plaintiff,  prior  to  issue  joined,  on  the 
groond  of  convenience  of  witnesses.^*^  In  California  the  prac- 
tice is  the  same  although  a  different  opinion  formerly  pre- 
vailed.^^ Nor  can  the  hearing  of  defendant's  motion,  made  at 
the  time  of  his  appearance  and  demurring,  be  postponed  by  the 
court  until  his  answer  is  filed,  and  leave  granted  to  the  plaintiff 
to  make  a  cross-motion  to  retain  the  case  on  the  ground  of  con- 
venience of  witnesses.**^*  If  the  plaintiff  desires  a  rechange  to 
the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  he  should  make  a 
cross-motion  to  that  effect.*^'  If  the  state  of  the  case  is  such 
that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  resist  the  motion  for  a  change 
of  venue,  time  to  file  counter-affidavits  may  be  allowed  him  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.***  The  voluntary  appearance  of  a 
party  resisting  a  motion  for  a  change  of  venue  gives  the  court 
jurisdiction  over  his  person,  and  waives  all  prior  information.*" 

i«ODondafca  Co.  Bank  v.  Shepherd,  10  Wend.  10;  American 
ExdL  Bank  v.  HUl,  22  How.  Pr.  29. 

i^Lioefar  V.  I^tham,  15  Cal.  418.  When  counter-affidavits  are 
TmnnrraniiTj     Bee  Agr.  Works  v.  Houser,  lOB  id.  877. 

i^Intenuitional  L.  Ass.  Co.  v.  Sweetland,  14  AblK  Pr.  240. 

191  Cook  V.  Pendergast,  61  Cal.  72;  Bailey  v.  Sloan,  05  id.  387; 
nmiro*  Loehr  v.  Latham,  15  Id.  418;  Jenkins  v.  California  Stage  Go., 
22  Id.  537;  Hall  v.  C.  P.  K.  B.  Co..  49  id.  454;  see  f  74,  <mte, 

i»  Heald  v.  Hendy,  65  Cal.  321. 

u»Gook  V.  Pendergast,  61  Cal.  72;  Moon  v.  Gardner,  5  AblK  Pr. 
243. 

'wPlerron  v.   McCahill.  22  Cal.   127. 

MB  Powers  v.  Browder,  13  Mo.  154. 
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i  85.  Order  denying  motion. 

Form  No.  jo, 

[Title.] 

At  a  regular  term  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county. oi 

, ,  state  of  California,  held  at 

Present,  the  Honorable ,  Judge. 

The  motion  tol^hange  the  place  of  trial  in  this  action  coming 
on  regularly  to  be  heard  this  day,  A.  B.,  Esq.,  appearing  in 
favor  of  said  motion,  and  C.  D.,  Esq.,  appearing  in  opposition 
thereto,  and  the  court  being  duly  advised,  it  is  ordered  that  the 
motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial  in  this  action  be  and  the 
same  is  hereby  denied  [with »  dollars  costs]. 

§  66.  DismlBsal  —  effect  of.  When  two  motions  are  pending 
in  an  action  at  the  same  time,  one  to  change  the  venue,  and 
one  to  dismiss,  an  entry  of  a  judgment  of  dismissal,  without  any 
formal  order  denying  the  motion  to  change  the  venue,  is  a 
virtual  denial  of  the  same.^*^ 

§  87.  When  motion  will  be  denied.  The  motion  will  be 
denied  where  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant's  object  is  merely 
delay.*^''  As  where  nearly  six  months  had  elapsed  before  the 
motion  was  made,  and  long  after  the  defendant  had  answored.^*''^ 
Or  where  by  stipulation  evidence  is  confined  to  facts  oix;urTin<r 
in  the  county  where  venue  is  laid.^**®  Or  where  plaintilf  uii<»(  r- 
took  to  bear  all  expenses  of  bringing  defendant's  witnesses.  ^®^ 
Or  where,  after  service  of  papers  for  a  motion  to  change  venue, 
plaintiff  amended  his  complaint  changing  the  venue. ^®^  Or 
agreed  to  change  the  venue;  or  where  defendant  suffered  a  de- 
fault.^®* A  change  of  venue  is  properly  refused,  unless  a  party 
has  complied  with  the  requisites  of  the  statute.*®^  Probable 
delay  of  trial  in  the  county  which  would  otherwise  be  moat  con- 

iM  People  V.  Jose  Ramon  de  la  Guerra,  24  Gal.  73. 

i67Kllboume  v.  Palrchlld,  12  Wfend.  293;  Garlock  v.  Dunkle,  22 
Id.  615;  and  see  Dennison  v.  Chapman,  102  Cal.  618. 

iBSTooms  V.  Randall,  3  Cal.  43a 

15©  Smith  V.  AveriU,  1  Barb.  28. 

160  Worthy  v.  GUbert,  4  Johns.  492;  but  see  Rathbone  v.  Harman^ 
4  Wend.  206. 

i«i  Wc^verton  v.  Wells.  1  Hill,  374. 

i«2  Britton  V.  Peabody,  4  HiU,  68. 

les  Lewin  v.  DiUe,  17  Mo.  64. 
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Tenient  is  a  reason  for  refusing  the  change.^^  An  application 
by  defendants  for  change  of  venue  to  another  county  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  residents  of  such  county,  that  tho  action 
is  founded  on  a  contract  to  be  performed  therein,  and  that  the 
summons  was  there  served  on  them,  but  which  does  not  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  resident  of  the  county  where  the 
action  is  brought  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  is  properly 
*  refused.*"  But  it  is  held  that  where  a  motion  for  change  of 
venue  to  the  proper  county  for  trial  has  been  made,  upon  a 
sufficient  affidavit  of  merits,  the  failure  of  the  applicant  for 
transfer  to  appear  at  the  time  set  for  the  hearing  of  his  motion 
affords  no  ground  for  denying  the  application.^^  An  order 
refusing  to  change  the  venue  to  the  county  in  which  the  de- 
fendant claims  to  reside  will  not  be  reversed  upon  appeal  if  the 
evidence  as  to  the  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant  is  con- 
fficting.**^  A  mere  showing  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  ig- 
norant of  the  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant  when  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced,  without  showing  that  he  used  all  pro])er 
diligence  to  ascertain  his  residence  before  suit  and  failed,  does 
not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  a  trial  of  the  action  in  the 
county  designated  by  him  other  than  that  of  the  defendant's 
residence.**" 

I  88.  TIm  same-- appeal  from.  An  appeal  from  an  order 
refusing  to  change  the  venue  of  an  action  does  not  operate  to 
stay  proceedings  in  the  court  below  until  such  an  appeal  is 
determined.***  An  order  refusing  a  change  of  venue  on  the 
application  of  defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecution  will  only  be 
reviewed  in  cases  of  gross  abuse  of  discretion.*''^  But  it  is  not 
to  be  supposed  that  the  Supreme  Court  will  trust  implicitly  in 
the  discretion  of  inferior  courts.*^* 

iMKiniT  ▼.  Vanderbllt,  7  How.  Pr.  385;  Goodrich  v.  VanderbUt, 
id.  467. 

»•  De  Weln  v.  Osbom,  12  Col.  407. 

iM  State  V.  Superior  Ct,  9  Wash.  St.  668. 

i<7DanlelB  v.  Cburch,  06  Cal.  13. 

'«Thnrbor  v.  Thurl)er.  113  Oal.  607;  see  Bachman  v.  Catbray, 
113  Id.  498. 

i<a  Howell  v.  Thompeon,  70  Oal.  635.  But  it  was  otherwise  under 
the  former  Practice  Act.    See  Plerson  v.  McCahill,  23  id.  249. 

iw  People  V.  Fisher,  6  Cal.  164. 

in  People  v.  Lee»  5  CaL  358. 
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f  89.  Order  granting  change  of  place  of  trial. 

Form  No.  ii. 
[Commencement  as  in  preceding  form.] 

It  is  ordered  that  the  place  of  trial  of  this  action,  be  and 

hereby  is  changed  from  the  county  of   to  the 

county  of 

§  90.  The  mxne  — effect  of.  It  is  error  for  the  court  to  re- 
fuse to  change  the  place  of  trial  upon  a  proper  showing.^^^ 
Bat  the  fact  that  the  affidavit  for  a  change  of  venue  may  be 
defective  will  not  render  the  order  changing  the  venue  a  nullity, 
nor  should  the  case  be  dismissed  for  this  defect.  The  objection 
should  be  made  at  the  time  the  petition  for  a  change  is  acted 
iipon.^^*  So,  also,  although  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  ap- 
plication to  change  the  venue  of  an  action  is  made  may  not 
show  any  legal  cause  for  such  change,  still  if  the  court  grants 
the  application,  it  has  acted  judicially  upon  a  matter  within  its 
cognizance,  and  where  it  was  clothed  with  discretion,  and  by 
the  order  the  place  of  trial  becomes  changed."* 

§  90a.  The   same  —  suspension    of    power    of   court    It  is  the 

duty  of  the  court  to  hear  and  determine  the  motion  for  change 
of  venue  before  taking  any  other  judicial  action  iu  the  case. 
Such  motion  intercepts  all  judicial  action  in  the  case,  and  sus- 
pends the  power  of  the  court  to  act  upon  any  other  question, 
until  the  motion  has  been  determined."' 

§  90b.  The  same  —  presumption  of  regularity.  An  order  chang- 
ing the  place  of  trial  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  prop- 
erly made,  when  the  record  on  appeal  from  the  order  fails  to 
contain  any  papers  identified  as  having  been  used  in  the  lower 
court  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion  to  change."* 

i72Grewell  v.  Walden,  23  Cal.  165. 

178  Potter  V.  Adams'  Executors,  24  Mo.  159. 

174  People  V.  Sexton,  24  C5al.  78.  The  Superior  Oourt  in 
which  an  action  was  brought,  after  making  an  order  granting  a 
change  of  venue,  has  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  order  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  inadvertently  made.  Baker  v.  Fireman's  Fund 
Ins.  Oo.,  73  Cal.  182. 

175  Brady  v.  The  Times-Mirror  Co.,  106  Cal.  56. 
i76McAulay  v.  Truckee  Ice  Co.,  70  Cal.  60. 
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1 90e.  The  same  •—  motion  overmled  —  remedy.  When  a  mo- 
tion for  change  of  venue  is  overruled  without  delay,  an  appeal 
from  the  order^  affords  a  complete  remedy,  and  mandamus  will 
not  lie  to  compel  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  triaL 
Mandamus  is  only  proper  when  the  court  unreasonably  delays 
to  decide  the  motion.*"  Under  Nevada  practice  an  order 
changing  the  place  of  trial  is  not  appealable,  but  is  properly 
brought  before  the  court  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  as 
an  intermediate  order  involving  the  merits  and  necessarily 
affecting  the  judgment.*'''® 

I  91.  The  same  —  proceedings  and  practice.  In  California, 
when  an  order  is  made  transferring  an  action  or  proceeding 
for  trial,  the  clerk  of  the  court,  or  justice  of  the  peace,  must 
transmit  the  pleadings  and  papers  therein  to  the  clerk  or  justice 
of  the  court  to  which  it  is  transferred.  The  costs  and  fees 
thereof,  and  of  filing  the  papers  anew,  must  be  paid  by  the 
party  at  whose  instance  the  order  was  made.  The  court  to 
which  the  action  or  proceeding  is  transferred  has  and  exercises 
over  the  same  the  like  jurisdiction  as  if  it  had  been  originally 
commenced  therein.^^®  If  the  defendant  procures  a  change  of 
venue,  the  plaintiff  may  pay  the  costs  and  transmit  the  papers 
to  the  county  fixed  as  the  place  of  trial,  and  have  the  case 
placed  on  the  calendar  and  tried.^®^  In  some  states,  on  a  motion 
to  change  the  place  of  trial,  the  costs  were  usually  made  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  whether  the  motion  be  granted  or 
denied.**^  But  it  may  be  otherwise  where  the  plaintiff  has  not 
compUed  with  a  demand.*^ 

I  98.  The  same — service  of  order.  In  New  York,  a  certified 
copy  of  this  order  must  be  served  upon  the  plaintiff,  otherwise 
the  plaintiff  may  proceed  as  if  the  place  of  trial  had  not  been 

ITT  County  of  San  Joaquin  v.  Superior  Ct.,  98  Gal.  602;  see,  also. 
In  re  Davis'  Estate,  11  Mont.  1. 

lis  State  V.  Shaw,  21  Nev.  222. 

i»Cal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  f  399. 

^Brooks  V.  Douglass,  32  Cal.  208. 

lUGldney  v.  Spelman,  6  Wend.  525;  Norton  v.  Rich,  20  JohiUL 
475;  trai  see  Worthy  v.  Gilbert,  4  id.  492. 

in  Hubbard  v.  National  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  11  How.  Pr.  149. 
As  to  costs  in  special  cases,  see  Purdy  v.  Wardell,  10  Wend.  819; 
I^enaldeon  v.  Jackson,  9  id.  460;  see  Bstep  v.  Armstrong,  69  Oal. 


§§  93-94a  GENERAL   PRINCIPLES.  70 

changed.^®*    An  appearance  and  trial  is  a  waiver  of  any  irregu- 
larity in  this  regard.*®* 

I  93.  Order  to  transfer  cause  to  another  oourC,  on  account  of 
disability  of  the  Judge. 

Form  No.  12. 

[Title.] 

It  being  shown  to  the  court  by  6.  H.,  of  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  judge  of  this  court  was  heretofore  of  counsel 
in  a  cause  involving  the  same  title  which  is  in  issue  in  this  cause: 

It  is  ordered,  that  this  cause  be  transferred  to  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  county  of for  trial. 

§  94.  Notice  of  time  and  place  of  trial  of  transferred  action. 

Form  No.  13. 

[Title.] 
To  A.  B.,  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled  action,  and  C.  D.. 
the  defendant  in  said  action: 
You  will  please  take  notice  that  the  said  action,  transferred 

to  the  above-entitled  court  from  the   court  of 

the    township,    in    ,    county    of 

,  is  set  for  trial  before  me,  at  my  courtroom,  in 

said towDship,  in  said county,  the* 

day  of ,  18. .,  at o'clock,  p.  m. 

J.  P., 
[Date.]     Justice  of  the  Peace  of  said township.***^ 

I  94a.  The  same  —  appeal  from  Justice's  Court,  etc.  Under 
section  5  of  article  6  of  the  Constitution  of  California,  an  appeal 
from  a  Justice's  Court  to  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  in 
which  the  action  was  brought  can  not  be  transferred  to  another 
county  for  trial,  notwithstanding  the  defendant  is  a  resident 
of  the  latter  county.  Section  980  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure purporting  to  authorize  such  a  transfer  is  held  to  be  in 
conflict  with  tlie  above  section  of  the  Constitution.^"®  Where 
an  action  commenced  in  Justice's  Court  is  on  the  defendant's 
motion  transferred  for  trial  to  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county 
in  which  it  was  brought,  because  the  answer  shows  that  its 

1st  Root,  Adm'r,  etc.  v.  Taylor,  18  Johns.  335;  Keep  v.  Tyler,  4 
Gow.  541. 

184  BettiB  V.  Logan,  2  Mo.  4. 

185  See  Cal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  fi  836. 

i««  Grosg  V.  Superior  Ot,  71  Cal.  882;  Luco  v.  Superior  Ct.,  Id.  55.5. 
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detcnnination  necessarily  involves  a  question  as  to  the  legality 
of  a  tax,  the  Superior  Court  has  no  power  to  change  the  place 
of  trial  to  the  county  in  which  the  defendant  resides,  in  the 
absence  of  a  demand  for  a  change  made  in  the  Justice's  Court 
at  the  time  of  answering.  ^^  Error  in  changing  the  venue  from 
the  County  to  the  District  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the  amount 
in  eontroversy  as  claimed  by  the  respondent  exceeds  the  juris- 
dictional limit,  is  waived  where  the  parties  appear  generally  in 
the  latter  court,  amend  their  pleadings,  and  go  to  trial  without 
objection.^* 

I  95.  Bemoval  of  causes  froi;a  state  to  United  States  eonrta  — 
statatss  affecting.  The  principal  statutes  of  the  United  States, 
authorizing  and  regulating  the  transfer  of  causes  from  the  state 
courts  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  have  been  the  acts  of 
1789,  1866,  1867,  and  1875.  The  twelfth  section  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Act  of  1789,  the  act  of  July  27,  1866,  and  of  March  2, 
1867,  though  technically  repealed,  are  substantially  embodied 
in  section  639  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 
There  are  other  provisions  of  the  statute  covering  the  transfer 
of  a  limited  number  of  special  cases,  but  section  639  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of  March  3,  1875  (18  U.  S.  Stats. 
470),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  U.  S. 
Statflw  552),  as  re-enacted  by  the  act  of  August  13,  1888  (25 
U.  S.  Stats.  433),  provide  for  nearly  all  the  cases*  met  with  in 
ordinary  practice.^®^ 

I  M.  Special  cases.  Special  cases  not  falling  within  section 
639,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stats,  or  the  act  of  1875,  or  that  of  1887,  are 
the  following:  1.  Causes  civil  and  criminal,  in  any  state  court, 
against  persons  denied  civil  rights;*®*^  2.  Suits,  civil  and  crimi- 
nal, against  revenue  ofiScers  of  the  United  States,  and  against 
oflScers  and  other  persons  acting  under  the  registration  laws;*®* 
3.  Suits  by  aliens  against  civil  officers  of  the  United  States, 
under  specified  circumstances.^®^ 

WT  Powell  V.  Sutro^  80  Cal.  550. 

laa  Otemo  Canal  Go.  v.  Fosdick,  20  Col.  522. 

339  See  Desty,  Rem.  of  Causes  (3d  ed.),  fi  56;  1  Deety,  Fed.  Pro. 
(9th  edL),  ft  96.  The  act  of  An$cust  13,  1888.  expressly  repeals  all 
laws  and  parts  of  laws  In  conflict  with  Us  provisions. 

ISO  17.  S.  Rev.  Stats.,  §§  641,  642. 

m  Id.,  f  64d. 

laa  Id.,  I  644.  There  was  also  a  provision  relative  to  suits  against 
fer*a'n  federal  onrporations,  or  t!ieir  niombers  as  such  (U.  S.  Rev. 
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§  96a.  Bemovable  causes  —  act  of  1887.  Tlie  act  of  March 
3, 1887,  as  corrected  by  act  of  August  13,  1888,  and  amendatory 
of  the  act  of  1875,  may  now  be  regarded  as  embodying  the 
general  laws  on  the  subject  of  the  removal  of  causes.  The  in- 
tention of  the  Amendatory  Act  was  to  restrict  removals  from 
state  to  federal  courts,  and  its  provisions  should  be  strictly  con- 
strued against  any  one  seeking  to  evade  the  additional  require- 
ments which  it  puts  upon  the  right  of  removal.*^  The  riglit 
of  removal  is  restricted  as  to  the  parties  who  can  exercise  it, 
as  to  the  classes  of  actions  in  which  it  may  be  exercised,  and  as 
to  the  time  at  which  an  election  to  exercise  the  privilege  must 
be  made.^^  The  jurisdictional  amount  is  raised  from  five  hun- 
dred dollars  to  two  thousand  dollars.  So,  the  right  of  rcmDval 
is  limited  to  the  defendant  or  defendants  in  the  suit;  but  the 
language  should  be  construed,  in  respect  to  such  defendant.^, 
as  was  the  prior  act  of  1875.^®^  The  right  of  a  citizen  to  re- 
move a  cause  into  a  federal  court  is  not  a  vested  right  of  pro])- 
erty.  The  rules  of  statutory  construction  when  vested  rights 
are  concerned  do  not  apply  when  the  jurisdiction  of  a  federal 
court  to  entertain  a  removal  case  has  been  cut  off  by  act  of 
Congress.^®^  The  right  of  removal  is  restricted  by  the  Re- 
moval Acts  of  1887-1888  to  suits  of  a  civil  nature  "at  com- 
mon law  or  in  equity;"^^  and  it  is  held  that  a  proceeding  to  es- 
tablish and  probate  a  will  is  not  a  suit  "  at  common  law  or  in 
equity,"  and  is,  therefore,  not  removable  under  said  acts.^^ 
But  a  special  statutory  proceeding  for  the  establishment  of  a 
drain  under  the  laws  of  Indiana  is,  after  the  filing  of  the  com- 
missioner's repori;  in  the  state  Circuit  Couri;,  and  the  filing  of 
remonstrances  thereto,  a  controversy  of  a  "  civil  nature,"  which 
may  be  removed.*®®    So,  an  action  against  private  parties  for 

Stat8.»  fi  640),  but  this  proTlsion  is  expressly  repealed  by  the  act 
of  1887. 

108  Dwyer  y.  Peshall,  32  Fed.  Rep.  497;  see,  also,  Shaw  v.  Mininfr 
Oo..  145  U.  S.  444. 

19*  fee  Woolf  V.  Ohlsholm,  30  Fed.  Hep.  881;  Gregory  v.  Pike, 
67  id.  837.  Provisions  of  the  act  in  fuU.  See  Desty,  Rem.  of 
Causes  (3d  ed.),  64-77. 

i»New  York  Construction  Oo.  v.  Simon,  53  Fed.  Rep.  1. 

iMMnnlcy  v.  Olney,  32  Fed.  Rep.  708. 

iw  See  State  v.  Day,  etc.,  Cattle  Co.,  41  Fed.  Rep.  228:  Ferguson 
y.  Ross,  38  id.  161;  Brisenden  v.  Chamberlain,  53  id.  307. 

198 /n  re  Cilley.  58  Fed.  Rep.  077;  In  re  Foley,  76  id.  390. 

190 /n  re  Jarnecke  Ditch,  69  Fed.  Rep.  161. 
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wrongfully  causing  a  United  States  marshal  to  levy  an  execu- 
tion on  the  plaintiff's  property  is  a  case  arising  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  is,  therefore,  removable.^**®  So,  a 
suit  to  compel  the  receiver  of  a  national  bank  to  pay  to  the 
complainant  certain  assets  of  the  bank  in  his  hands  is  one 
ansing  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  of  1887-1888.^^  And,  generally,  a  suit  against  a 
receiver  appointed  by  a  federal  court  may  be  removed  from  a 
state  to  a  federal  court  on  that  ground  alone.^*^ 

§'96b.  The  same  — party  entitled  to  remove  —  citizenship. 
Under  the  act  of  1887-1888  the  right  of  removal  is  restricted  to 
the  defendant.  The  plaintiff,  having  chosen  his  forum,  no 
matter  where,  must  remain  in  that  forum,  and  he  can  not  re- 
move at  all.  But  any  defendant  sued,  not  in  a  court  of  his 
own  state,  but  in  the  state  court  of  the  plaintiff,  may  always 
remove,  by  compliance  with  the  procedure  devised  for  that  pur- 
pose.*® Defendants  sued  in  a  court  of  their  own  state  by 
citizens  of  another  state  have  no  right  of  removal.^*^  But  any 
defendant  who  is  a  citizen  of  another  state  may  remove  the 
cause,  notwithstanding  his  codefendants  are  citizens  of  the  state 
in  which  the  action  is  brought.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  en- 
title a  defendant  to  remove  that  the  plaintiffs  should  all  be  citi- 
zens of  the  state  where  the  action  is  brought.**  Municipal  as 
well  as  private  corporations  are  treated  as  citizens  of  the  state 
under  whose  laws  they  are  organized  or  created,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  removal  of  causes.*^  The  citizenship  of  a  corporation 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Removal  Act^p  is  fixed  in  the  state 
granting  ita  charter,  although  it  may  be  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  business  chiefly  in  other  states.**    A  suit  by 

«»HuT8t  V.  Oobb,  61  Fed.  Rep.  1. 
.  «a  Hot  Springs,  etc.,  School  District  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  61  Fed. 
R«p.  417;  Sowles  v.  Bank,  46  id.  513. 

«ttjewett  V.  Whitcomb,  69  Fed.  Rep.  417;  and  see  Carpenter 
V.  North.  Pac.  By.  Co.,  75  id.  850;  Railway  Oo.  v.  Oox,  145  U.  S. 
503»  003. 

«» Gavin  V.  Vance,  33  Fed.  Rep.  84. 

»« Martin  v.  Snyder,  146  U.  S.  663. 

306  HaU  V.  Agricultural  Works,  48  Fed.  Rep.  599;  and  see  Reev^ 
▼.  Coming.  51  id.  774. 

»>  Alley  V.  Lumber  Co.,  64  Fed.  Rep.  903. 

»T  nty  of  Yoleta  v.  Canda,  07  Fed.  Rep.  6;  Zambrino  v.  Railway 
Oo..  88  id.  451;  and  see  Desty.  Rem.  of  Causes  (3d.  ed.).  S  74p. 
Banghman  v.  National  Water  Works  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  4;  and 

10 
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alien  plaintiffs  against  corporation  defendants  not  chartered 
by  the  state  in  which  suit  is  brought  is  removable  by  such 
defendants.^^  The  citizenship  of  parties  which  determines 
the  right  to  remove  a  cause  is  that  of  the  parties  as  persons^ 
and  not  an  official  citizenship^  acquired  in  a  representative 
capacity.^^*^ 

§  96c.  The  same  —  local  prejudice.  Section  639,  subdivision 
3,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  providing  for  the 
removal  of  causes  on  the  ground  of  local  prejudice  by  either 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  was  repealed  by  the  act  of  1887-1888, 
which  limits  the  right  of  removal  on  this  ground  to  the  defend- 
ant only.^^  But  one  of  several  defendants,  being  a  citizen  of  the 
same  state  as  a  plaintiff,  can  not  remove  a  cause  upon  the  ground 
of  prejudice  and  local  influence  between  himself  and  the  other 
defendants.^*^  The  object  of  allowing  a  defendant  to  remove 
a  controversy  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  is 
to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  obtaining  any  advantage  against 
him  by  reason  of  prejudice  or  local  influence.  And  unless  such 
prejudice  or  influence  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  is  alleged  and 
proved,  he  can  not  be  prevented  from  prosecuting  his.  suit 
against  all  the  defendants  in  the  court  in  which  he  originally 
brought  it.**^  A  cause  could  be  removed  on  the  ground  of  local 
prejudice,  under  section  639  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stats.),  only  where  all 
the  parties  to  the  suit  on  one  side  were  citizens  of  a  different 
state  from  those  on  the  other  side.***    And  a  similar  construc- 

compare  Overman  Wheel  Oo.  v.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.,  46  Id.  577;  Stephens 
y.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  IL  R.  Go.,  47  id.  530. 

209  Sherwood  v.  Newport  News,  etc.,  Valley  CV>.,  55  Fed.  Rep.  1. 
See,  as  to  removal  of  suit  where  alien  is  a  party,  Desty,  Rem.  of 
Causes  (3d  ed.),  §  95n. 

210  Wilson  v.  Smith,  66  Fed.  Rep.  81;  Amory  v.  Amory,  »5  U.  S. 
187. 

2iiFi8k  V.  Henarie,  142  U.  S.  459;  Tullock  v.  Webster  Ck>unty, 
40  Fed.  Rep.  706;  Campbell  v.  Collins,  62  Id.  849.  Any  one  of 
several  .defendants  may  remove  the  cause.  Jacl^son  v.  Pearson, 
<W  Fed.  Rep.  113;  compare  Gann  v.  Northeastern  R.  R.  Co.,  57 
Id.  417. 

2i2Hanrick  v.  Hanrlck,   153  U.   S.  193. 

213  Id.  Removal  of  case  a^^ainst  a  railroad  company  under  act 
of  1887,  for  local  prejudice.  See  Herndon  v.  Railroad  Co..  76  id. 
398. 

214  Young  V.  Parker,  132  U.  S.  267;  Rosenthal  v.  Ooates,  148  id.  143. 
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tion  has  been  given  to  the  act  of  1887-1888.^**  But  the  right  of 
removal  extends  not  only  to  cases  where  such  prejudice  would 
affect  the  jury^  but  also  to  cases  in  which  the  decisions  of  the 
judge  as  to  questions  of  law  or  fact  may  be  affected  thereby .^* 
A  cause  to  which  an  alien  is  a  party  is  not  removable  under 
the  "local  prejudice"  clause  of  the  act  of  1887-1888.2*«* 
And  the  record  upon  removal  for  local  prejudice  must  show  that 
the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds  $2,000,  exclusive  of  interest 
and  costs.**^  A  petition  for  the  removal  of  a  cause  on  the 
groimd  of  local  prejudice  should  state  the  facts  relied  on  as 
showing  prejudice,  and  should  be  sworn  to  by  at  least  one  of  the 
petitioners^  or  by  some  agent  or  attorney  authorized  by  them.^^® 
It  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  allege  in  the  petition  and  affidavit 
tLat  petitioner  "  has  reason  to  believe,  and  does  believe,"  that 
from  prejudice  and  local  influence  he  will  be  unable  to  obtain 
justice  in  the  state  courts,  but  the  existence  of  prejudice  and 
local  influence  must  be  alleged  as  matter  of  fact.*^*^ 

i  96d.  The  same  —  federal  questions.  If  a  suit  of  a  civil 
nature,  at  law  or  in  equity,  involves  a  federal  question,  it  may 
be  removed.  But  a  cause  is  not  removable  when  any  doubt 
exists  as  to  whether  a  federal  question  is  presented.^^  And 
under  the  act  of  1887-1888  a  cause  can  not  be  removed  as  in- 
vc^ving  a  federal  question,  unless  that  fact  appears  by 
the  plaintifTs  own  statement  of  his  case;^**  and  a  de- 
ficiency in   his   statement   in   this  respect   can   not   be    sup- 

2iSGann  v.  Northeastern  R.  li,  Oo.,  57  Fed.  Rep.  417;  Thompson 
T.  Bast  Ttenn.,  etc..  R.  R.  CJo.,  38  id.  673;  Pike  v.  Floyd,  42  Id.  247: 
but  see  Jackson  v.  Pearson.  60  Id.  113*;  City  of  Detroit  v.  Detroit 
City  Ry.  Co.,  54  Id.  1;  Wilder  v.  Virginia,  etc..  Iron  Co.,  4(5  id.  676. 

»«C!ty  of  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  Ry.  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  1;  Bur- 
feas  Y.  Sell^man.  107  IT.  S.  33;  foUowed. 

««•  Oohn  ▼.  Louisyille.  etc..  R.  R.  Co.,  39  Fed.  Rep.  227;  and  see 

aTTod   V.   Cleveland,  etc.,   R.   R.   Co..   65  Fed.   Rep.   145;   Bler- 
Adelbert  College  v.  Toledo,  etc..  R.  R.  Co..  47  Fed.  Rep.  836. 
bower  ▼.    MiUer,   30   Neb.    161;   Ex   parte    Pennsylvania   Co.,    137 
r.  8.  451. 

a«Hall  V.  Chattanoofra  Ajrr.  Works.  48  Fed.  Rep.  599;  Rchwenk 
r.  Strang,  50  id.  209. 

»•  Short  ▼.  Railway  Co..  33  Fed.  Rep.  114;  Collins,  v.  Campbell. 
62  id.  850. 

»>  Bine  Bird  Min.  Co.  v.  Larzey.  49  Fe<l.  Rep.  289;  id.  292. 

saCaples  v.  Texas,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  67  Fed.  Rep.  9;  Haggin  v. 
Lewis.  66  Id.  199. 
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plied  by  allegations  in  the  petition  for  removal^  or 
in  subsequent  pleadings  in  the  case.^^  A  petition  which  fail^ 
to  allege  any  facts  from  which  the  court  may  see  that  a  federal 
question  does  actually  arise,  is  insufficient.^^  Whenever  it  is 
sought  to  remove  a  suit  on  the  ground  that  it  is  one  arising  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  it  must  appear  from  the  petition 
for  removal  and  pleadings  that  there  is  a  question  actually  in- 
volved in  the  suit  depending  for  its  determination  upon  a  cor- 
rect construction  of  a  law  of  the  United  States,  and  the  facts 
averred  in  the  pleadings  or  in  the  petition  must  show  what  the 
question  is,  and  how  it  will  arise.^^*  Corporations  of  the  United 
States,  created  by  and  organized  under  acts  of  Congress,  are 
entitled  to  remove  to  the  federal  courts  suits  against  them  in 

the  state  courts,  as  "arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
State8."225 

§  96e.  The  same  ^  separable  controversy.  The  act  of  1887- 
1888  limits  the  right  of  the  removal  of  suits  on  the  ground  of  a 
separable  controversy  to  the  defendant  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  state 
other  than  that  in  which  the  suit  is  brought.  And  a  defendant 
can  not. remove  from  a  state  to  a  federal  court  a  separable  con- 
troversy between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  unless  he  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  state  where  the  suit  is  brought.*^  Whether 
there  is  a  separable  controversy  warranting  a  removal  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  condition  of  the  record  in  the  state  court  at 
the  time  of  filing  the  petition  for  removal,  unless  it  is  alleged 
that  the  defendants  wrongfully  joined  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 

222  Cable  Co.  v.  Alabama,  155  U.  S.  487;  Land  Co.  v.  Brown. 
Id.  489;  State  v.  Union  &  Planters'  Bank,  152  Id.  454;  State  of 
Florida  v.  Phosphate  Co.,  74  Fed.  Rep.  578. 

228  Los  Angeles,  etc.,  MUlfn?  Co.  v.  Hoff,  48  Fed.  Rep.  340;  and 
see  Fitzgerald  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  45  id.  812.  See,  as  to 
cases  involving  federal  questions,  Desty,  Rem.  of  Causes,  §{  94- 
94c. 

224  Walker  v.  Richards,  55  Fed.  Rep.  129;  and  see  State  v.  South- 
ern Pacific  Co.,  23  Orog.  424. 

225  Pacific  Railroad  Removal  Cases,  115  U.  S.  1;  Butler  v.  National 
Home,  144  id.  64;  Supreme  Lodge,  etc.  v.  Hill,  76  Fed.  Rep.  468. 
But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  corporations  organized  under  the 
laws  of  a  territory,  and  upon  which,  after  their  organization, 
certain  rights  and  privileges  are  conferred  by  act  of  Congress. 
Conlon  V.  Oregon,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  21  Greg.  462;  and  see  Same  ▼. 
Same.  23  id.  500. 

226Thurber  v.  Miller,  67  Fed.  Rep.  372. 
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Tenting  a  removal.^^  There  are  no  separable  controversies 
vrithin  the  meaning  of  the  statute  unless  the  case  as  made  by 
the  complaint  embraces  controversies  which  are  separate.  The 
cause  of  action  is  not  made  separable  because  one  defendant  sets 
up  a  separate  defense  peculiar  to  himself^  which  may  defeat  the 
entire  cause  of  action.*^  The  right  to  remove  a  separate  con- 
troversy is  now  restricted  to  citizens  of  diflferent  states,  and  does 
not  extend  to  aliens.^^ 

I  9df.  The  same  —  time  of  application.  Under  the  act  of 
1887-1888,  a  cause  may  be  removed  to  a  federal  court  on  the 
ground  of  local  prejudice  at  any  time  before  the  first  trial  thereof 
18  actually  held.**^  But  in  all  other  cases  the  petition  is  re- 
quired to  be  filed . "  at  the  time,  or  at  any  time  before  the 
defendant  is  required  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  or  the  rule  of 
the  state  court  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  to  answer  or  plead 
to  the  declaration  or  complaint  of  the  plaintiif .*'  ^*  It  is  im- 
perative that  the  application  to  remove  be  made  when  the 
answer  ia  due;^^  and  the  court  possesses  no  discretionary  power 
to  enlarge  the  time.^^  A  case  is  held  not  to  be  removable 
after  the  time  fixed  by  the  state  statute  or  the  rules  of  the 
state  court  for  the  defendant  to  answer  or  plead,  even  though 
ihe  time  has  been  extended  by  stipulation  and  by  order  of 

»T  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Wangelin,  132  U.  S.  599;  and  see 
Haxard  v.  Robinson,  21  Fed.  Rep.  193. 

2a /n  re  Jarnecke  Ditch.  09  Fed.  Rep.  161;  Rosenthal  v.  Coates. 
MS  U.  S.  142;  Arrowsmith  v.  Nashville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.,  57  Fed. 
Rep.  166;  see  Watson  v.  Railroad  Co.,  73  id.  1. 

22»Woodrum  v.  Clay,  33  Fed.  Rep.  897;  compare  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Delaware  Mat.  Ina.  Co.,  50  id.  243.  A  member  of  an  Indian  tribe 
can  not  remove  a  cause  to  a  federal  court  unless  a  federal  question 
la  involved.  Paul  v.  Ohilsoquie,  70  Fed.  Rep.  401;  Teneesee  v.  Bank, 
152  n.  $.  454. 

2»0lty  of  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  R.  R.  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  1; 
risk  V.  Henarie,  142- U.  S.  459;  and  see  Lookout  Mt.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Houston,  32  Fed.  Rep.  711;  Davis  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co..  47 
id.  307. 

231  IMzoo  V.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  38  Fed.  Rep.  377;  Gerling  v. 
Baltimore,  etc..  R.  R.  Co.,  151  U.  S.  673;  see  Cookerly  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  70  Fed.  Rep.  2rr7;  Fidelity  Trust,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Newport  News, 
etc.,  Co.,  Id.  403;  Bridge  Corporation  v.  Lumlier  Co.,  71  Id.  225; 
rollins  V.  Stott,  76  id.  613. 

2»  Railroad  Oo.  v.  Daughtry.  138  TT.  S.  298. 

so  Dougherty  v.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.  138. 
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court.*®*  If  one  of  several  defendants  in  a  suit  on  a  joint 
cause  of  action  loses  his  right  to  remove  the  action  by  failing 
to  make  the  application  in  time^  the  right  is  lost  as  to  all.^^ 
The  objection  that  the  right  of  removal  from  the  state  court 
was  not  asserted  within  the  time  required  by  the  act  of  1887- 
1888,  is  an  objection  which  may  be  waived;*®'  and,  although 
the  petition  for  removal  is  not  filed  until  after  a  demurrer  is 
interposed  in  the  state  court,  if  no  motion  to  remand  on  that 
ground  is  made  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  objection  is  waived, 
and  can  not  be  made  on  appeal.**^ 

§  96g.  The  same  —  who  may  remove^ party  defendant.        A 

party  defendant  to  an  action,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Re- 
moval Act,  is  one  who  is  named  as  such,  and  appears  in  the 
record  as  a  defendant,  at  the  time  the  right  of  removal  exists.^*" 
I^ailure  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  defendants  to  join  in  the 
petition  is  fatal  to  the  right  of  removal  when  there  is  no 
separable  controversy.*®®  But  merely  nominal  or  formal  de- 
fendants need  not  join  in  the  petition,  where  they  have  not 
appeared,  and  where  there  is  no  issue  between  them  and  llie 
plaintiff  upon  which  a  verdict  could  have  been  rendered.-*" 

284  Spangler  v.  RaHroad  Co.,  42  Fed.  Rep.  305;  Ruby  Canyon 
Gold  Mln.  Co.  v.  Hunter,  60  id.  305;  contra,  Rycroft  v.  Green,  49  id. 
177;  Bank  of  Greenville  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  53  id.  161;  Price  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.,  65  id.  825;  and  see  Turner  v.  Railroad  C/O., 
55  id.  689.  Stipulations  between  the  parties,  allowing  defendant 
further  time  to  answer,  are  InelTectual  to  extend  the  time  within 
which  to  file  the  petition  for  removal.  Martin  v.  Carter,  48  id.  506; 
and  see  Rock  Island  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lumber  Co.,  52  Id.  897;  Schipper 
V.  Cordage  Co.,  72  id.  803;  but  compare  Allmark  v.  Steamship  Co., 
76  id.  614. 

286  Fletcher  v.  Hamlet,  116  U.  S.  408;  Rogers  v.  Van  Nortwick. 
45  Fed.  Rep.  513. 

288  See  Trust  Co.  v.  McGeorge,  151  U.  S.  129;  Railway  Co.  v.  Cox, 
145  id.  593;  Railway  Co.  v.  McBrlde,  141  id.  127. 

287  Newman  v.  Schwerin,  61  Fed.  Rep.  865. 

288  Walker  v.  Richards,  55  Fed.  Rep.  129. 

289  Thompson  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  773;  Tele- 
graph Co.  V.  Brown,  32  id.  337;  Plymouth,  etc.,  Mln.  Co.  v.  Amador, 
etc..  Canal  Co.,  118  IT.  S.  264.  ^ 

240  Shattuck  v.  North  British,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  609. 
Removal  of  suit  brought  in  state  court  against  an  unnaturalized 
Indian.    See  Paul  v.  Ohllsoqnie,  70  Fed.  Rap.  420. 
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I  sail.  The  same  ^  notice  of  application.  Parties  to  be  affected 
by  the  reDioval  should  have  reasonable  notice  of  the  application 
fot  removal,  and  an  opportunity  to  contest  it.  And  when 
notice  to  the  party  interested  is  practicable,  the  court  should 
not,  in  any  case,  rest  its  judgment  on  a  mere  ex  parte  show- 
ing.*" It  is,  however,  held  that,  under  the  "prejudice  and 
local  influence  "  clause  of  the  act  of  1887-1888,  notice  to  the 
adyerse  party  of  a  motion  for  removal  is  not  jurisdictional, 
and  that  such  motion  may  be  .made  upon  ex  parte  hearing. 
Bat  the  better,  as  well  as  the  safer,  practice  would  ordinarily 
be  for  the  court  to  decline  to  hear  the  application  until  proper 
notice  of  the  hearing  had  been  given.**^ 

§  96L  The  same  —  when  removal  is  effected.  A  removal  is 
not  effected  under  the  act  of  1887-1888,  by  a  mere  entry  in  a 
federal  court  finding  the  petition,  affidavit,  and  bond  for  re- 
moval sufficient.  And  the  proper  mode  of  procedure  is  to  obtain 
an  order  from  the  federal  court  for  the  removal,  file  that  order 
in  the  state  court,  and  take  from  it  a  transcript  and  file  it  in  the 
federal  court**' 

f  96].  The  same  —  remand  of  cause.  When  it  is  settled  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court  in  a  removal  cause  is  doubt- 
ful, all  doubt  as  to  what  the  court  should  do  is  dispelled,  and  the 
cause  will  be  remanded.***  Thus,  a  cause  removed  to  a  federal 
court  on  the  ground  of  diverse  citizenship  will  be  remanded  when 
there  is  doubt  as  to  whether  the  defendant  is  in  fact  a  citizen  of 
a  different  state  from  the  defendant.***^  Whenever  on  the  face 
of  the  record  a  clear  want  of  jurisdiction,  either  of  the  parties  or 
of  the  subject-matter,  is  affirmatively  shown,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  federal  court  to  remand  of  its  own  motion.**®  Under  the 
act  of  1887-1888,  no  appeal  or  writ  of  error  lies  to  the  Supreme 
Court  from  a  decision  of  a  Circuit  Court  remanding  a  cause  to  a 
state  court  from  which  the  cause  had  been  removed.**''    An 

9<iSchwenk  v.  Strang,  59  Fed.  Hep.  209. 

M3  Reeves  v.  Coming,  51  Fed.  Rep.  774. 

2«  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Bender,  148  TJ.  S.  255;  see  Wills  v.  Balti- 
more, etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  Rep.  532;  Shepherd  v.  Bradstreet  Co., 
Id.  142. 

iM  Fitzgerald  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  Co..  45  Fed.  Rep.  812. 

MSHntcheson  v.  Bigbee,  56  Fed.  Rep.  329. 

9M  State  V.  Tolleston  Club,  53  Ted.  Rep.  18. 

MT  Chicago,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gray,  131  U.  S.  396. 
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order  remanding  a  cause  from  the  Circuit  Court  to  the  state 
court,  from  which  it  was  removed,  is  not  a  final  judgment  or 
decree,  and  the  Supreme  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  review 
it.^  The  statute  (act  of  1887-1888)  expressly  provides  that  an 
order  to  remand  can  not  be  reviewed  on  appeal  or  writ  of  error  to 
the  Supreme  Court.  And  this  applies,  not  only  to  removals  on 
account  of  prejudice  or  local  influence,  but  to  cases  removed 
on  other  grounds.^*® 

S  106.  Entry  of  appearance. 

Form  No.  14. 

[Title  of  State  Court  and  Cause.] 
The  said  defendant,  A.  B.,  now  comes,  and  by  C.  D.,  his 
attorney,  enters  his  appearance  in  said  action,  and  herewith 
also  files  his  petition  for  the  removal  of  said  cause  into  the  Cir- 

euit  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  and  for  the 

district  of  the  state  of 

C.  D., 
Attorney  for  Defendant. 

S  107.  Petition  for  transfer  from  state  court  to  a  Circuit  Oourt 
of  the  United  States. 

Form  No.  1$. 

[Title  of  State  Court  and  Cause.] 

To  said  Superior  Court: 

Your  petitioner,  C.  D.,  respectfully  shows  that  he  is  the  de- 
fendant in  the  above-entitled  suit;  that  said  suit  was  brought  by 

said  plaintiff,  A.  B.,  on  or  about  the day  of , 

18. .,  in  this  court;  that  the  said  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
<»ommencement  of  said  suit  was,  and  still  is,  a  citizen  of  this  state, 
and  your  petitioner  then  was,  and  still  is,  a  citizen  of  the  state 
of 

Your  petitioner  further  represents  that  said  action  above  en- 
titled was  brought  by  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  [here 

2^«  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Thonron,  134  U.  S.  45;  Chicafro. 
etc..  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Roberts,  141  id.  600;  Joy  v.  Adelbert  CoUepe,  146 
id.  355. 

249  Morey  v.  Lockhart,  123  U.  S.  56.  As  to  remanding  cause 
l^enerally,  and  practice  thereon,  see  Desty,  Rem.  of  Causes  (3d  ed.). 
IS  111-llln.  A  second  petition  for  removal  upon  the  same  ground 
set  «p  on  a  prior  removal  can  not  lie  had.  when,  on  the  first  re- 
moval, the  case  was  remanded  for  failure  to  file  a  copy  of  the 
record  in  due  time.    Smith  v.  Insurance  Co.,  73  Fed.  Rep.  513. 
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briefly  state  the  nature  of  and  subject-matter  of  the  auit^  and 
the  rehef  asked  ]^  and  that  the  matter  in  dispute  in  said  action 
exceeds  the  sum  and  value  of  two  thousand  dollars,  exclusive  of 
interest  and  costs. 

Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  he  has  herewith  filed  his 
appearance  in  said  action,  and  offers  herewith  his  bond  with 
good  and  sufficient  surety  as  required  by  section  3  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3,  1887,  and  that  your  petitioner  desires  to 
remove  said  cause  above  entitled  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  district  of ,  pursuant  to  said 

statute. 

Your  petitioner,  therefore,  prays  that  said  bond  may  be  ac- 
cepted as  good  and  sufficient,  according  to  said  statute,  and  that 
the  said  suit  may  be  removed  into  the  next  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  and  for  said  district  of ,  pur- 
suant to  said  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  that 
no  further  proceeding  be  had  therein  in  this  court. 

And  your  petitioner  will  ever  pray. 


>  sa. 


Attorney  for  Plaintiff. 

State  of , 

County  of 

C.  D.,  being  first  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  petitioner 
above  named,  that  he  has  read  the  foregoing  petition,  and  knows 
the  contents  thereof,  and  that  each  and  every  of  the  matters  and 
things  therein  stated  are  true. 

[Jurat.]  [Signatube.J^*^ 

f  107a.  The  same  —  on  g^und  of  prejudice  or  local  influenoe 
under  act  of  1887. 

Form  No.  i6. 

Ik  the  Circttit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 

District  of 

[Title  of  Cause.] 
To  the  Honorable,  the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  District  of : 

Your  petitioner,  A.  B.,  respectfully  shows  that  the  above- 
entitled  suit  is  now  pending  for  trial  in  the Court 

»>The  statute  does  not  expressly  require  the  petition  to  be 
Tcrlfled,  nor  that  any  affidavit  should  be  filed,  thouprh  the  usual 
practloe.  and  certainly  the  better  praotlop,  is  to  verify  the  petition. 
If  the  suit  is  for  a  money  demand,  the  declaration  or  complaint 

Ypi..  I— n 
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of county^  state  of ,  and  has  not 

yet  been  tried,  and  that  your  petitioner  desires  to  remove  said 
suit  into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of 

That  your  petitioner  is  tiie  defendant  [or  one  of  the  defend- 
ants] in  said  suit^and  that  the  matter  in  dispute  therein  exceeds 
the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs. 

Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  there  is,  and  was  at  the 
time  said  suit  was  brought,  a  controversy  therein  between  your 
petitioner,  who  avers  that  he  was,  at  the  time  said  suit  was 

brought,  and  still  is,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of : ,  and 

the  said  plaintiff,  who  was  then  and  still  is  a  citizen  of  the  state 

of    ,   in   which   last-named   state  said  suit   was 

brought;  and  that  both  your  petitioner  and  the  said  plaintiff 
are  actually  interested  in  said  controversy. 

That  said  suit  was  brought  for  the  purpose  of  [briefly  stating 
the  nature  of  the  suit  and  the  relief  asked]. 

Your  petitioner  further  states  that  he  has  filed  herewith  an 
affidavit,  that  it  may  be  made  to  appear  to  the  said  Circuit  Court 
that  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  prejudice  and  local  influence 
against  your  petitioner  he  will  not  be  able  to  obtain  justice  in 
the  said  state  court,  or  in  any  other  state  court  to  which  your 

petitioner  may,  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of , 

have  the  right,  on  account  of  such  prejudice  and  local  influence^ 
to  remove  said  cause. 

Your  petitioner,  therefore,  prays  that  the  said  affidavit  may 
be  accepted  as  good  and  sufficient,  and  that  the  said  suit  may  be 
removed  into  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of aforesaid. 


Attorney  for  Petitioner. 


of  the  plaintiff  and  tlie  statement  in  the  verified  petition  for 
.moval  would  be  ordinarily  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  as  to  the 
amount  or  value  in  dispute,  but  where  the  suit  is  not  upon  a  money 
demand,  or  for  damages,  the  better  course  would  be  to  preaent 
a  distinct  affidavit  of  value. 
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f  107b.  Affidavit  of  prejudice  or  local  influence  to  accompany 
the  foregoing  petition. 

Form  No.  i/. 

In  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  thr 

District  of 

[Title  of  Cause.] 


United  States  of  America, 
—  District  of 


>8S.; 


1,  A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  say  that  I  am  the  defendant 
[or  one  of  the  defendants]  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  and 
that  the  existence  of  prejudice  and  local  influence  as  alleged 
in  the  foregoing  petition  will  sufficiently  appear  to  the  court 
from  the  foUonang  statement  of  facts:  [State  the  facts  relied 
on  as  showing  prejudice  and  local  influence.]  That,  by  reason 
of  the  existence  of  said  prejudice  and  local  influence,  I  shall 
not  be  able  to  obtain  justice  in  said  state  court  or  in  any  other 
state  court  to  which  the  said  defendant  may,  under  the  laws 

of  said  state  of ,  have  the  right,  on  account  of 

such  prejudice  and  local  influence,  to  remove  said  cause. 

[Jurat.]  [Signature.]** 

i  lOTc  Bond  on  removal  nnder  Act  of  1887. 

Form  No.  i8. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,   ,  as 

principal,  and   ,  as  surety,  are  held  and  firmly 

bound  unto in  the  penal  sum  of 

dollars,  for  the  payment  whereof  well  and  truly  to  be  made 

unto  the  said  ,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  we  bind 

onrselves,  our  heirs,  representatives  and  assigns,  jointly  and 
Bcverally,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

»i8ee,  as  to  sufficiency  of  petition  and  affidavit  §  107,  ante. 
It  is  beld  that  the  affidavit  In  support  of  the  petition  need  not 
itate  tliat  the  facts  are  sworn  to  of  the  personal  Icnowledge  of  the 
aiBant,  bat  it  is  sufficient  that  they  are  of  his  opinion  and  belief, 
if  be  is  a  credible  person,  and  the  facts  on  which  such  belief  is 
baaed  are  given.  Detroit  v.  Detroit  Olty  Ry.  Co.^  64  Fed.  Rep.  1; 
■ee  GolUns  v.  Campbell,  62  id.  850.  The  prejudice  or  local  Influence 
Bmst  be  made  to  appear  to  the  Circuit  Court.  Such  court  must  be 
legally  satisfied,  by  proof  suitable  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  of  the 
^nith  of  the  allegation  that,  by  reason  of  those  causes,  the  def end- 
tut  win  not  be  able  to  obtain  Justice  In  the  state  courts.  Plsk 
▼.  Heotrle,  142  U.  9.  460,  468;  In  re  Penna.  Co.,  187  Id.  451. 
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Xeverthelesfi,  upon  these  conditions:  The  said 

having  petitioned  the    court  of    

county,  state  of   ,  for  the  removal  of  a  certain 

cause  therein  pending,  wherein is  plaintiff^  and 

is  defendant,  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 

States  in  and  for  the  district  of 

Now,  if  the  said ,  your  petitioner,  shall  enter 

in  the  said  court  of  the  United  States,  on  the  first  day  of  its 
next  session,  a  copy  of  the  record  in  said  suit,  and  shall  well 
and  truly  pay  all  costs  that  may  be  awarded  by  said  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States,  if  such  court  shall  hold  that  said 
suit  was  wrongfully  or  improperly  removed  thereto  then  this 
obligation  shall  be  void;  otherwise  it  shall  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue. 

Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  etc. 

[l.  b.] 

[L.   8.] 

State  of 1^, 


County  of 


1 


I,   ,  of  said  county,  the  surety  named  in  the 

foregoing  bond,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says:    I   am 

a  resident  of  the  state  of   ,  and  am  a  property 

holder  therein;  that  I  am  worth  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars,  over  and  above  all  my  debts  and  liabilities,  and  ex- 
clusive of  property  by  law  exempt  from  sale  on  execution. 

[Jurat.]  [Signature.]  ^^ 

§  107d.  Petition  for  removal  on  gpround  of  citizenship  under 
act  of  1887. 

Form  No.  19. 

[Title  of  State  Court  and  Cause.] 
To  said  Court: 

Your  petitioner  respectfully  shows  to  this  honorable  court 
that  lie  is  the  defendant  in  the  above-entitled  suit;  that  he 
is  a  nonresident  of  the  state  in  which  said  suit  was  brought, 

aBS  The  above  form  of  bond  is  in  substance  from  "  Dillon's  Re- 
moval of  Causes "  (5th  ed.),  212.  The  statute  is  sufficiently  com- 
plied with  by  the  filing  of  a  bond  signed  by  two  responsible  persons, 
thouffh  not  slfoied  by  the  party  seeking  removal.  People's  Bank  v. 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  161.  Aod  the  omission  of  the  aoal 
to  the  surety's  signature  is  but  a  formal  defect,  which  may  be 
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and  wds,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit^  and 
8tili  is,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of 

That  the  said  suit  is  of  a  civil  nature  [briefly  stating  its 
nature  and  the  relief  asked];  and  that  the  matter  and  amount 
in  dispute  in  the  said  suit  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs. 

That  the  controversy  in  said  suit  is  wholly  between  citizens 
of  different  states,  to- wit:  Between  your  said  petitioner,  who, 
as  aforesaid,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 

suit,  and  still  is,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  ,  and 

the  said  plaintiff,  who  was  then,  and  still  is,  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of * 

And  your  petitioner  offers  herewith  a  bond,  with  good  and 
sufficient  surety,  for  his  entering  in  said  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States,  on  the  first  day  of  its  next  session,  a  copy. of  the 
record  in  this  suit,  and  for  the  payment  of  all  costs  that  may 
be  awarded  by  said  Circuit  Court,  if  said  court  shall  hold  that 
this  suit  was  wrongfully  or  improperly  removed  thereto. 

And  your  petitioner  prays  this  honorable  court  to  proceed  no 
further  in  said  cause,  except  to  make  the  order  of  removal  now 
prayed  for  and  required  by  law,  and  to  accept  the  said  surety 
and  bond,  and  to  cause  the  record  herein  to  be  removed  into 
the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  and  for  the 
district  of ,  and  your  petitioner  will  ever  pray. 


Attorney  for  Petitioners. 
[Verification.] 

i  107e.  The  same.  Where  the  ground  of  removal  is  that  the 
finit  is  one  "  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  treaties  made  under  their  authority,"  follow 
the  above  form  down  to  the  star  (*),  and  then  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: **Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  said  suit  is  one 
arising  under  the  laws  [or  Constitution,  or  treaties,  as  the  case 
may  be]  of  the  United  States,  in  this:  [Here  state  the  facts 
showing  that  a  federal  question  necessary  to  a  proper  decision 
of  the  case  is  involved],  after  which  follow  above  form  to  the 
conclusion.     In  this  case  the  citizenship  of  the  parties  is  not 

cured  by  amendment.  Overman  Wheel  Co.  v.  "Pope  Mfg.  Co.,  46 
Fed.  Rep.  577.  Failure  of  removal  bond  to  state  a  penal  sum  is  not 
material  on  a  motion  to  remand.  Johnson  v.  Manufacturing  Go., 
76  Fed.  Rep.  616. 
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necefisary  to  be  stated^  but  such  statement  can  do  no  harm; 
and  if  it  constitutes  an  additional  ground  for  removal^  it  may 
be  also  relied  upon. 

The  petition  for  a  removal  on  the  ground  that  the  parties 
are  citizens  of  different  states,  must  show  that  such  ground  of 
removal  existed  both  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action  and  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  removal.  A  peti- 
tion which  only  alleges  that  the  defendant  is,  and  always  has 
'  been,  a  citizen  of  California,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen 
of  Missouri,  is  insufficient.  The  citizenship  of  the  parties, 
under  such  circumstances,  is  a  judicial  fact,  and  must  be  alleged 
in  the  petition.  If  such  allegations  are  not  made,  whether  the 
petition  may  be  amended  in  the  Circuit  Court  so  as  to  show 
them,  quaere.  If  the?  power  to  allow  such  amendments  be  con- 
ceded, it  is  not  a  matter  which  the  party  removing  can  demand 
as  a  legal  right,  but  only  a  matter  for  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion  by  the  court.  Such  an  amendment  should  not  be 
allowed  where,  after  an  amendment  of  the  petition  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  the  record  in  each  court  would  show  upon  its 
face  jurisdiction  which  would  authorize  it  to  proceed  to  final 
judgment.^** 

§  107f.  The  same  —  alleg^ation  aa  to  citizenship.  An  aver- 
ment of  residence  is  not  equivalent  to  an  averment  of  citizen- 
ship under  the  Removal  of  Causes  Acts.^*^  An  allegation 
showing  diverse  "  residence  "  is  not  equivalent  to  an  allegation 
of  adverse  "  citizenship,"  and  is  insufficient  to  show  federal 
jurisdiction.^"  So,  diversity  of  citizenship  must  be  shown  to 
exist  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  also  at  the  time 
of  removal,  and  hence,  when  a  party  dies,  the  substitution  of 
an  administrator  having  the  requisite  citizenship  does  not  make 
the  case  removable.^®  When  the  petition  for  removal  shows 
that  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  of  another  state,  it  need 
not  allege  that  it  is  a  nonresident  of  the  state  in  which  the 

2BS  McNaughton  v.  S.  P.  C.  R  R.  Co..  2  West  Coast  Rep.  662. 

254  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  TwitcheU,  59  Feci.  Rep.  727;  South- 
wostrm  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Robinson,  48  Id.  769. 

255  Penna.  Co.  v.  Bender,  148  V.  S.  255. 

25«  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  Twltchell  59  Fed.  Rep.  727.  Amend- 
ments to  the  record  for  the  purpose  of  showing  diverse  citizenship 
can  not  be  permitted  in  the  Circuit  Court,  of  Appeals.    Id. 
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suit  is  brought,  and  of  which  the  plaintifE  is  a  citizen.''^  So,* 
a  petition  which  shows  that  the  defendant  is  a  British  corporar 
tion,  need  not  allege  negatively  that  it  is  not  a  citizen  or  resi- 
dent of  the  state  in  which  suit  is  brought^  though  it  have  an 
office  and  does  business  in  such  state.^^ 

I  116w  Notice  of  motion  for  removal. 

Form  No.  20. 

[Title  of  State  Coukt  and  Cause.] 

To ,  plaintiff's  attorney: 

Ttake  notice,  that  upon  the  petition  and  appearance  of  the 
defendant^  of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed,  and  which  were 
on,  etc.  [or  upon  the  petition,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  an- 
nexed, and  which,  together  with  the  petitioner's  appearance 
herein  already  served  on  you,  was,  on,  etc.],  filed  in  this  court, 
and  upon  the  bond  of  the  petitioner  and  his  sureties  [or  the 
bond  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner],  a  copy  of  which  is  also 

annexed,  defendant  will,  on ,  at ,  at 

the  hour  of ,  move  the  court  that  said  cause  be 

remoTed  from  this  court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 

States  for  the  district  of 

[Date.]  [Sionatubb.]  ^^ 

I  117.  Order  to  show  cause. 

Form  No.  2i. 

[Title  of  State  Court  and  Cause.] 

To ,  plaintiff's  attorney: 

The  defendant  having  this  day  entered  an  appearance  in  this 
cause,  and  at  the  same  time  filed  a  petition  praying  for  the  re- 

257WUC0X,  etc..  Guano  Co,  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  60  Fed.  Rep.  920; 
fihattnck  v.  Insurance  Co.,  58  id.  609;  7  O.  C.  A.  386. 

2&6  81iattuck  y.  Insurance  Ck>.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  609.  The  allegation 
that  a  defendant  is  '*  a  company  duly  chartered  and  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  Great  Britain  **  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  the 
citizenship  of  such  corporation  for  the  purposes  of  removal  to  a 
federal  court.  Robertson  v.  Scottish,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  68  Fed.  Rep. 
173. 

^  The  plaintiffs  may  oppose  the  motion  upon  the  moving  papers, 
or  with  new  affidavits  also,  but  after  the  order  granting  the  petition 
bas  been  made  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  is  gone,  and  that 
coort  has  no  power  to  vacate  its  order.  Livermore  v.  Jenks,  11 
How.  Pr.  479.  The  application  should  be  on  notice,  or  an  order  to 
«how  cause.  Disbrow  v.  Drlggs,  8  Abb.  Pr.  305,  n.;  but  compare 
Illins  V.  New  York  &  New  Haven  R.  R.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  687,  where  an 
order  was  made  ex  parte-    See  §  96h,  ante- 
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moval  of  this  action  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  California,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  Congress  of 
the  United  States  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  offered 
the  surety  as  therein  provided  by  a  bond  now  filed,  it  is  ordered 

that  the  plaintiff  show  cause  on ,  the day 

of next,  before  this  court,  at  the  opening  of  court 

on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  practicable,  why  the  prayer 
of  said  petition  should  not  be  granted,  and  in  the  meantime 
and  until  the  hearing  of  said  petition,  let  all  proceedings  on 
.the  part  of  the  plaintiff  herein  be  stayed. 

E.  D., 
[Date.]  District  Judge. 

S  118.  Order  for  removal  of  cause  to  United  States  Court. 

Form  No.  22. 

[Title.] 
Upon  reading  and  filing  the  petition  of ,  the  de- 
fendant in  the  above-entitled  action,  and  upon  filing  the  bond, 
and  good  and  sufficient  sureties  having  been  offered  by  the  said 
defendant  in  the  premises,  and  the  same  being  by  me,  the  judge 
of  said  Superior  Court,  duly  accepted,  it  is  hereby  ordered  that 
no  further  proceedings  be  had  in  this  cause,  and  the  removal  of 
the  same  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  California,  to  be  held  in  and  for  the dis- 
trict of  California,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  allowed  and 
ordered,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  petition  and  the 
statute  of  the  United  States  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

[Date.]  [Signature.] 

§  119.  Effect  of  removal  on  injunction.  Neither  an  out- 
standing injunction,  nor  a  motion  for  an  attachment  for  its 
violation  prevents  the  removal  of  the  cause.^^  Injunctions, 
orders  and  other  proceedings  granted  in  the  state  court  prior  to 
removal  are  expressly  continued  in  force  by  section  4  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1885  (18  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  471).  Where  the  mo- 
tion to  dissolve  an  injunction  in  the  federal  court  is  made  upon 
the  same  papers  upon  which  the  writ  was  granted  in  the  state 
court,  it  is  in  effect  an  application  for  reargument,  and  leave  to 
make  such  motion  should  be  first  applied  for  and  obtained  be- 
fore it  can  be  made.^^ 

280  Byam  v.  Stevens.  4  Bdw.  Ch.  119. 

261  Carrington  v.  Florida  R.  R.  Co.,  9  Blatchf.  468. 
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I  180.  ICandamuB  to  compel  trial  after  removal.  The  Su- 
preme Court  of  California  has  no  jurisdiction  lo  grant  a  writ 
of  mandate  to  compel  the  judge  of  a  District  Court  to  proceed 
with  the  trial  of  an  action  commenced  therein,  in  which  an  order 
has  been  made  by  said  District  Court  directing  the  cause  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Ciifcuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
trial,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  the  parties  thereto  are  citizens 
of  different  states,  the  subject-matter  being  in  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  District  Court.^^ 

I  121.  l^emoval  refused.  A  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  a  suit  at 
law  is  in  reality  an  equitable  defense,  and  its  removal  may  be 
refused.^®  A  summons  to  show  cause  why  a  debtor  not  served 
in  the  original  action  should  not  be  bound  by  the  judgment  is 
regarded  as  a  further  proceeding  rather  than  a  new  action,  and 
a  removal  can  not  be  granted  unless  the  plaintiff  is  an  alien,  or 
all  of  the  several  defendants  are  citizens  of  another  state  from 
the  plaintiff.** 

I  122.  Surety  approved.  It  is  proper  that  the  order  should 
declare  the  surety  approved.*** 

i  128.  Writ  of  certiorari  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  Harch  3, 
1875. 

Form  No.  23. 
The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  to  the  Judge  of 

the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  in  and 

for  the  state  of  California: 
Whereas  it  hath  been  represented  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  tho 

United  States  for  the  district  of ,  that  a  certain 

rait  was  commenced  in  the  [here  name  the  state  court]  wherein 
,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of ,  was  plain- 
tiff, and ,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of , 

was  defendant,  and  that  the  said   duly  filed  in 

the  said  state  court  his  petition  for  the  removal  of  said  cause  into 
the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  filed  with  said 
petition  the  bond  with  surety  required  by  the  act  of  Congress 
nf  March  3, 1875,  entitled  "An  act  to  determine  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States,  and  to  regulate  the 

v^FraQcisco  v.  Manhattan  Ins.  Co..  36  Cal.  283. 

WRojrers  v.  Rogers,  1  Paige,  183. 

»•  Pairchild  v.  Durand,  8  Abb.  Pr.  305;  see  Brightley's  Digest,  12. 

MBVandevoort  t.  Palmer,  4  Duer,  677. 

12 
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remoTal  of  causes  from  state  courts^  and  for  other  purpoees/' 
and  that  the  clerk  of  the  said  state  court  above  named  has  re- 
fused to  the  said  petitioner  for  the  removal  of  said  cause  a  copy 
of  the  record  therein,  though  his  legal  fees  therefor  were  ten- 
dered by  the  said  petitioner; 

You,  therefore,  are  hereby  commanded  that  you  forthwith 
certify,  or  cause  to  be  certified,  to  the  said  circuit  court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  district  of ,  a  full,  true,  and 

complete  copy  of  the  record  and  proceedings  in  the  said  cause, 
in  which  the  said  petition  for  removal  was  filed  as  aforesaid, 
plainly  and  distinctly,  and  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  the 
same  now  remain  before  you,  together  with  this  writ;  so  that  the 
said  Circuit  Court,  may  be  able  to  proceed  thereon,  and  do  what 
shall  appear  to  them  of  right  ought  to  be  done.    Herein  fail  not. 

Witness  the  Honorable  Melville  W.  Fuller,  chief  justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  seal  of  said  Circuit  Court  thereto 
affixed,  this,  the day  of ,  A.  D.,  *•. . 


[Seal.]  Clerk  of  said  Court. 

2M  Writ'—  "  The  writ  of  certiorari  should  be  addressed  to  the  Judge 
or  judges  of  the  state  court,  but  a  return  to  the  writ  duly  certified 
may  be  made,  it  is  supposed,  by  the  clerk  of  the  state  court" 
DiUoD  on  Removal  of  Causes,  88;  citing  Stewart  v.  Ingle,  9  Wheat. 
r>26.  Certiorari  to  state  court.  See  State  v.  Sullivan,  50  Fed.  Rep. 
583. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

PABTIBS  TO  CIYIL  AOTIONB. 

I  IS^  Who  Ai«  partlMy  generally.  The  persons  by  whom, 
and  the  peraoiiB  against  whom,  actions  are  instituted,  are  the 
parties  to  the  actions.  In  courts  of  original  jurisdiction,  the 
former  are  called  plaintiffs,  and  the  latter  defendants.  In 
appellate  courts  they  are  known  as  appellant  and  appellee  or 
respondent;  in  courts  of  error,  as  plaintiff  in  error,  and  de- 
fendant in  error.  The  term  "  parties,"  when  used  in  connec- 
tion with  the  subject-matter  of  the  issue,  is  understood  to 
include  all  who  are  directly  interested,  and  who,  therefore, 
have  a  right  to  make  a  defense,  control  the  proceedings,  or 
appeal  from  the  judgment.  Persons  not  having  these  rights 
are  regarded  as  strangers  to  the  action.^ 

f  125.  In  legal  actionB.  So  far  as  this  general  statement 
is  concerned,  it  applies  equally  to  actions  under  the  common- 
law  system  and  to  actions  under  a  Code;  but  the  mode  by 
which  the  interest  which  makes  one  a  proper  or  necessary  party 
is  determined  is  very  different.  In  an  action  at  law,  under  the 
old  system,  the  plaintiff  must  be  a  person  in  whom  is  vested 
the  whole  legal  right  or  title;  and  if  there  were  more  than  one, 
they  must  all  be  equally  entitled  to  the  recovery;  that  is,  the 
right  must  dwell  in  them  all  as  a  unit,  and  the  judgment  must 
be  in  their  favor  equally,  and  the  defendants  must  be  equally 
j^ubject  to  the  common  liability,  and  judgment  must  be  ren- 
dered against  them  all  in  a  body.  The  necessity  of  joining  all 
as  plaintiffs  in  whom  was  vested  the  whole  legal  title,  was  im- 
perative; but  in  certain  cases  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to 
i]oet  whether  he  would  sue  all  who  were  liable;  but  wherever 
judgment  passed  against  two  or  more  defendants,  it  was  necesr 
garily  joint. 

1  Van  Camp  v.  Commissioners,  etc.,  2  West  CkMtst  Rep.  18.  No 
one  can  be  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  In  the  same  action.  A 
party  can  not  have  a  right  of  action  against  himself  as  debtor  or 
tort-feasor,  nor  contract  with  himself,  nor  maintain  an  action 
a^rainst  himseir.  in  whatever  different  capacities  he  may  act.  Byrne 
V.  Byrne,  94  Oal.  576. 
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§  126.  In  equitable  actions.  The  suit  in  equity,  however, 
was  hampered  by  no  such  arbitrary  requirements.  Its  form 
was  controlled  by  two  general  and  natural  principles;  1.  That 
it  should  be  prosecuted  by  the  party  beneficially  interested, 
instead  of  the  party  who  had  the  apparent  legal  right  and  with 
him  might  be  joined  all  others  who  had  an  interest  in  the 
subject-matter,  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded;  and, 
2.  That  all  persons,  whose  presence  was  necessary  to  a  complete 
determination  and  settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  should 
be  parties  plaintiff  or  defendant,  so  that  all  their  rights  and 
interests,  whether  joint  or  several,  or  however  varied  as  to 
importance  or  extent,  might  be  determined  and  adjusted  by 
the  court.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  decree  should  pass 
in  favor  of  all  the  plaintiffs  for  the  same  right  or  interest, 
nor  against  all  the  defendants,  enforcing  the  i^ame  obligation. 
Belief  could  be  granted  the  defendant,  or  one  of  several  de- 
fendants, against  the  plaintiffs,  or  against  the  other  defendants. 

§  127.  Equitable  doctrines  adopted  by  codes.  The  Codes  of 
Procedure  of  the  different  states,  while  differing  somewhat  in 
the  details  of  their  provisions,  agree  substantially  in  adopting 
the  rules  observed  by  courts  of  equity  in  regard  to  parties 
in  the  two  features  above  named.^ 

$  128.  Cause  of  action,  meaning  of.  In  every  case  there 
must  be  a  "cause  of  action;"  that  is,  a  right  on  the  part  of 
one  person,  the  plaintiff,  combined  with  a  violation  or  infringe- 
ment of  that  right  by  another  person,  the  defendant.  The 
expression,  "  cause  of  action,"  includes  in  its  meaning  all  tlie 
facts  which  together  constitute  the  action,  and,  therefore,  we 
can  not  conceive  of  a  cause  of  action  apart  from  the  person 
^vho  alone  has  the  right  to  maintain  it.^ 

aPomeroy's  Remedies  and  Remedial  Riphts.  §§  190-200. 

.3  In  analyzing  the  expression  **  cause  of  action."  as  used  in  the 
Code,  Mr.  Pomeroy  says:  "  Every  action  is  l>rou.a:ht  in  order  to 
obtain  some  particular  result  which  we  call  tho  remedy,  which 
the  Oode  calls  the  *  relief,*  and  which,  when  granted,  is  summed 
up  or  embodied  in  the  judgment  of  the  court.  This  result  is  not 
the  '  cause  of  action,*  as  that  term  is  used  in  the  Codes.  It  is  tnie 
this  final  result,  or  rather  the  desire  of  obtaininpr  it,  is  the  primary 
motive  which  acts  upon  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  and  impels  him  to 
commence  the  proceeding,  and  in  the  metaphysical  sense  it  can 
properly  be  called  the  cause  of  this  action;  but  it  is  certainly  not 
so  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  phrase.    This  final  result  is  the  *  object 
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i  128.  £x  contractu,  or  ex  delicto.  The  right  which  is  vio- 
kted  or  is  infringed  may  be  one  which  is  created  by  a  contract 
or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  or  it  may  be  a  natural  right, 
or  one  which  exists  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  as  against  every 
other  person  independently  of  any  contract  or  agreement;  and 
hence,  though  Codes  prescribe  but  one  form  of  action,  yet  the 
right  which  underlies  and  forms  the  basis  of  the  cause  of  action, 
naturally  divides  civil  actions  into  two  primary  classes  or 
divisions,  viz.:  actions  ex  contractu,  for  the  violation  of  contract 
rights,  and  actions  eJt  delicto,  for  the  violation  of  natural  rights.'* 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  written  contract,  wherein  A.  agrees  to 
sell  and  deliver  certain  goods  to  B.,  and  B.  agrees  to  pay  A.  a 
certain  price,  at  a  time  named,  therefor,  a  relation  is  established 
at  once  between  the  parties,  and  the  contract  itself  discloses, 
in  the  light  of  the  facts  constituting  the  breach,  who  the  party 
is  who  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  therefor,  and  against 
^'hom  it  must  be  brought.  The  right,  as  well  as  the  liability, 
is  fixed  by  the  contract,  and  can  not  exist  independently  of  it. 

of  the  action/  aa  that  term  is  frequently  used  in  the  Codes  and  in 
inodeni  legal  terminology.  It  was  shown  •  •  •  that  every 
remedial  right  arises  out  of  an  antecedent  primary  right  and  corre- 
Bix>nding  duty,  and  a  delict  or  breach  of  such  primary  right  and 
dnty  by  the  person  on  whom  the  duty  rests.  Every  judicial  action 
must,  therefore,  involve  the  following  elements:  A  primary  right 
possessed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  a  corresponding  primary  duty  de- 
rolTing  upon  the  defendant;  a  delict  or  wrong  done  by  the  defend- 
ant, which  consisted  in  a  breach  of  such  primary  right  and  duty; 
a  remedial  right  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  remedial  duty  rest- 
ing on  the  defendant,  springing  from  this  delict,  and  finally  the 
remedy  or  relief  itself.  Every  action,  however  complicated  or 
liowever  simple,  must  contain  these  essential  elements.  Of  these 
elements  the  primary  right  and  duty  and  the  delict  or  wrong  com- 
bined constitute  the  cause  of  action  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term, 
and  as  it  is  used  in  the  Codes  of  the  several  states."  Remedies,  etc., 
i  453.  A  cause  of  action  is  said  to  be  composed  of  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  obligation,  duty  or  wrong  of  the  defendant.  These 
combined,  constitute  the  cause  of  action.  Veeder  v.  Balder,  83  N.  Y. 
156,  160.  When  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  is  violated,  a  cause 
of  action  at  once  accrues.  And  the  same  is  true  of  torts  consti- 
tntlng  a  trespass  upon  person  or  property.  People  v.  Cramer,  15 
CoL  156. 

^As  to  the  distinction  between  actions  ex  cmtractu  and  actions 
tx  delicto*  see  Harvester  Works  v.  Smith,  30  Minn.  399;  Summer  y. 
lUvers,  90  Mo.  324;  Junker  v.  Fobes,  35  Fed.  Rep.  840. 
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But  in  case  of  a  tort,  as  if  A.  wrongfully  imprisons  B.,  the 
right  of  B.  to  his  personal  liberty  exists  against  all  the  world; 
but  the  right  having  been  violated  only  by  A.,  he  alone  is  liable 
to  an  action  therefor.  This  right  of  personal  liberi;y  is  abso- 
lute; it  constantly  exists,  and  does  not  depend  upon  any  con- 
tract or  other  relation  of  the  parties  formed  by  themselves, 
while  in  the  other  case  the  right  is  created  by  the  parties,  and 
can  not  exist  without  it.  Upon  this  difference  depends  the 
distinction  between  actions  on  contract  and  actions  for  tort. 

This  difference  also  lies  at  the  foundaticSn  of  the  rule  that, 
independently  of  a  statute  authorizing  it,  a  right  of  action  for 
a  tort  could  not  be  assigned;  whilst  a  contract,  or  right  based 
upon  a  contract,  could,  at  least  so  far  as  to  vest  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  assignee,  it  being  considered  that  a  natural  right, 
one  which  the  party  could  not  create,  he  could  not  transfer. 
It  is  not  our  purpose,  however,  to  discuss  in  this  connection 
the  several  kinds  of  contracts  classed  as  negotiable  and  non- 
negotiable,  nor  the  different  kinds  of  torts  as  affecting  the 
person  or  property,  and  the  distinction  to  be  taken  between 
them.^ 

B  See  Pom.  Rem.,  1 110. 


CHAPTER  V. 

PABTIES  PLAINTIFF  —  REAL  PARTY  IN  INTEREST. 

I  180.  ProTision  of  codea.  All  the  states  having  a  well- 
defined  Code  of  Practice  or  Civil  Procedure,  except  Georgia, 
have  adopted  the  same  general  rule  as  to  parties  plaintiff,  viz.: 
**  Every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real 
party  in  interest."  To  this  general  rule  each  Code  names 
certain  exceptions,  which  will  be  hereafter  noticed.  This  gen- 
eral role  applies  to  all  actions,  whether  founded  upon  a  tort 
or  upon  a  contract.^ 

I  181.  Who  is  real  party  in  interest.  Where  Codes  do  not 
prevail,  actions  upon  contracts  must  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  party  in  whom  the  legal  interest  is  vested,  or  whose 
legal  interest  has  been  injuriously  affected;  and  the  legal  in- 
terest was  held  to  be  vested  in  him  to  whom  the  promise  was 
made,  and  from  whom  the  consideration  passed.  Thus,  in  an 
action  for  breach  of  contract,  where  no  other  person  has  ac- 
quired an  interest  in  the  matter  in  dispute,  only  the  parties 
to  the  contract  sued  on  should  be  made  parties  to  the  suit.^ 

But  the  party  in  whom  the  legal  interest  is  vested  i&  not 
always  the  real  party  in  interest.  "  The  real  party  in  interest  '* 
is  the  party  who  would  be  benefited  or  injured  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  cause.  The  interest  which  warrants  making  a  per- 
son a  party  is  not  an  interest  in  the  question  involved  merely, 

lAa  to  tbe  effect  of  this  provision  of  the  Code  in  authorizing 
salts  l^  an  assig^nee,  and  on  the  assigoability  of  causes  of  action, 
9^  Pest,  snbdl vision  first  of  Forms  of  Complaints,  chapter  I,  Actions 
ty  Assignee.  In  New  York,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Missouri,  Wisconsin. 
Florida,  South  Carolina,  Kentucky  Oregon  Nevada,  Dakota. 
^'oith  Carolina,  Washington,  and  Montana  the  further  provision  is 
added:  "But  this  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  authorize  the 
asBl^ment  of  a  thing  in  action  not  arising  out  of  contract."  The 
defendant  has  a  statutory  right  to  have  a  cause  of  action  against 
lilm  prtMsecnted  by  the  real  person  fn  interest.  Glselman  v.  Starr, 
106  CaL  661. 

SBaitar  ▼.  Oazalis,  30  Cal.  92. 
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but  some  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  litigation.^  The  rule 
should  be  restricted  to  parties  whose  interests  are  in  issue,  and 
are  to  be  affected  by  the  decree.*  The  interest  of  the  plaintif 
must  be  connected  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  upon 
which  the  defendant  is  liable,  though  it  is  not  necessary  that 
he  should  be  connected  with  it  by  a  legal  title.  Hence,  in  actions 
ex  contractu^  the  parties  must  stand  related  to  the  contract 
which  forms  the  basis  of  the  action. 

Even  equity  will  not  make  a  defendant  liable,  upon  a  con- 
tract, to  a  plaintiff  who  is  neither  a  party  to  the  contract,  nor 
the  legal  or  equitable  owner  of  the  contract  right  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit,  nor  the  legal  representative  of  such  owner. 
For  example:  A.  contracts  with  B.  to  sell  and  deliver  to  him 
certain  goods.  B.  sells  the  same  goods  to  C.  and  agrees  to  de- 
liver them  to  him  in  the  same  manner  he  would  if  the  goods 
were  already  in  his  possession.  A.  fails  to  deliver  them  to  B., 
and  B.,  therefore,  can  not  deliver  them  to  C.  In  such  case  C. 
can  not  maintain  an  action  against  A.  for  the  nondelivery  of 
the  goods,  notwithstanding  B.  would  have  delivered  to  C.  if  he 
had  received  them;  there  being  no  privity  between  C.  and  A., 
that  is,  C.  is  in  no  way  related  to  the  contract  by  which  A.  had 
agreed  to  deliver  them;  but  it  would  be  otherwise  if  B.  had  as- 
signed his  contract  with  A.  to  C.  Nor  would  it,  in  the  case 
above  supposed,  be  any  defense  to  an  action  brought  by  B. 
against  A.  for  nondelivery,  that  B.  had  resold  the  goods  to  C, 
and  that  C.  did  not  intend  to  sue  B.  for  the  nondelivery: 
Ounter  v.  Sanchez,  1  Cal.  »50.  It  is  perfectly  apparent  that 
these  two  executory  contracts  created  no  relation  between  A. 
and  C,  nor  between  C.  and  the  property,  for  the  property  never 
passed  from  A.  because  of  the  nondelivery. 

If,  however,  the  contract  between  A.  and  B.  had  vested  the 
property  in  B.,  and  by  the  second  contract  the  same  property 
became  vested  in  C,  the  latter  might  maintain  an  action  against 
A.  concerning  it;  or,  if  the  goods  after  the  sale  to  B.  had  re- 
mained in  A.^s  hands  as  bailee,  he  would  be  liable  to  an  action 

3  Vallette  v.  Whitewater  Valley  Canal  Co.,  4  McLean,  192;  5  West. 
Law  Jour.  80;  see  Kerr  v.  Watts,  6  Wheat.  550. 

4  Mechanirs*  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Seton,  1  Pet  299;  Elmendorf 
T.  Taylor.  10  Wheat.  152;  Story  v.  Livingston,  Ex*x,  etc.,  13  Pet. 
?m\  United  States  v.  Parrott,  1  McAll.  271.  The  real  party  in 
interest  is  the  person  entitled  to  the  avails  of  the  suit.  Hoagland 
V.  Van  Etten,  22  Neb.  681;  Kinsella  v.  Sharp.  47  Id.  664. 
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by  C.  for  the  nondelivery  of  the  goods;  but  in  that  case  the 
bailment,  though  it  may  have  been  created  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  A.  and  B.,  is  in  fact  a  separate  contract  from 
ilie  sale,  and  imposes  the  duty  upon  A.  of  delivering  the  goods 
to  whomsoever  may  be  the  owner  at  the  time  they  are  demanded, 
and  this  duty  is  the  synonym  of  an  implied  contract  to  deliver 
them  to  C,  he  having  become  the  owner;  and  this  implied  con- 
tract must  be  the  basis  of  the  action  brought  by  C.  In  such 
action,  it  is  true,  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  both  contracts, 
because  in  the  case  supposed  these  contracts  show  the  facts 
from  which  the  implied  contract  arises,  viz.,  the  bailment  and 
the  ownership. 

f  132.  When  promise  is  for  bmeflt  of  third  person.  In  regard 
to  actions  upon  promises  made  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons, 
there  has  been  much  conflict  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
of  the  different  states,  especially  among  those  which  retain  the 
common-law  system  of  procedure  as  to  the  riglit  of  such  third 
person  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  promisor.  In  a  ma- 
jority of  puch  latter  states,  however,  the  doctrine  is  now  settled 
that  such  right  of  action  exists.  Thus,  in  a  recent  case  in 
Xew  Jersey,  the  court  said:  "The  doctrine  is  well  settled  in 
this  state  that  if,  by  a  contract  not  under  seal,  one  person 
makes  a  promise  to  another  for  the  benefit  of  a  third,  the  third 
may  maintain  an  action  on  it,  though  the  consideration  did 
not  move  from  him."® 

5  Price  V.  TrosdeU.  28  N.  J.  Eq.  200.  The  case  to  which  the  court 
referred  as  settling  that  doctrine  In  that  state  was  Joslin  v.  The 
X  J.  Oar  Spring;  Co.,  36  N.  J.  L.  141.  The  facts  In  the  latter  case 
(Which  was  an  action  at  law)  were,  that  the  plaintiff  was  em- 
ployed as  foreman  by  Fields  &  King,  manufacturers,  at  a  salaiy 
of  S2,000  a  year  from  February  1,  1870,  to  October  31,  1871,  at 
vblch  la«st  date  the  defendants  bought  Fields  &  King*s  stock  and 
assets,  assumed  their  liabilities,  and  carried  on  their  business.  The 
pliimiff  assented  to  this  transfer  of  liability,  and  continued  to  act 
a*  foreman  up  to  Januaiy,  1872,  when  he  was  discharged.  This 
af'Tion  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendants  his  salary  from 
February  I,  1870,  to  January,  1872.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  in 
his  favor,  and  on  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not 
J>»^  set  aside.  It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  his  salary 
'or  the  whole  period.  The  court  said:  "It  is  stated  in  some  of 
the  authorities  cited,  as  a  result  of  a  review  of  cases,  that  this  is 
now  well  settled  as  a  general  rule.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  how- 
ever, that  this  case  falls  within  a  special  class  of  cases  where  the 

Vol.  1—13 
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The  action  of  assumpsit,  at  common  law^  could  not  be  main- 
tained upon  such  promise^  unless  upon  the  theory  that  there  was 
an  implied  promise  to  the  creditor^  for  in  that  form  of  action 
the  plaintiff  is  obliged  to  aver  a  promise  to  himself;  and  if  such 
promise  may  be  implied^  there  is  no  reason  for  confining  the  right 
of  action  to  any  class  of  cases  where  a  consideration  sufficient  to 
support  any  contract  between  strangers  has  passed  to  the  party 
making  the  promise.  If,  however,  the  action  is  brought  in 
"  case  "  instead  of  assumpsit,  there  would  be.  good  grounds  for 
the  distinction. 

Under  the  Code,  which  not  only  abolishes  the  distinctions  be- 
tween actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  but  requires  that  every 
action  shall  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest, 
there  would  seem  to  be  little  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  party  for 
whose  benefit  the  promise  was  made  to  maintain  the  action,  al- 
though such  promise  is  contained  in  a  writing  under  seal.  Nor 
doee  this  confiict  with  the  rule  above  laid  down,  that  "  the  plain- 
tiff must  stand  related  to  the  contract,  for  the  test  is  not  the 
legal  but  the  equitable  title,  rights  or  interest,  and  that  interest 
is  directly  created  by  the  contract.*^ 

• 

party  who  makes  the  promise  has  received  from  the  party  to 
whom  the  promise  is  made,  money  or  property,  from  or  out  of 
which  he  is  to  pay  creditors  of  the  second  party.  See  Mellen. 
Adm'x,  V.  Whipple,  1  Gray  (Mass.),  317.  And  in  this  class  of  caaes 
the  right  of  the  creditor,  the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  promise 
was  made,  to  recover  is,  we  think,  sustained  by  the  weight  of 
authority."  See,  also.  Baker  v.  Eglln,  11  Oreg.  333;  Chrisman  v. 
State  Ins.  Ck>.,  16  id.  289;  Seaman  v.  Whitn^,  35  Am.  Dec.  618; 
Burrows  v.  Turner,  id.  622;  Barker  v.  Bucklin,  43  id.  726,  and  cases 
cited  in  notes  thereto.  A  person  with  whom  or  in  whose  name  a 
contract  has  been  made  for  the  benefit  of  another  may  maintain  fin 
action  thereon  in  his  own  name.  RockweU  v.  Holcomb»  3  Col. 
App.  1. 

6  Wiggins  V.  McDonald,  18  Cal.  126;  Pomeroy's  Remedies,  S  139 
et  seq.9  where  this  subject  is  discussed  at  length.  See,  also,  Sacra- 
mento Lumber  Go.  v.  Wagner,  67  Gal.  288;  Malone  y.  Transportation 
Co.,  77  id.  3& 


CHAPTER  VI. 

PABTIB8  PLAINTIFF  —  ACTIONS  FOUNDED  ON  CONTRACT. 

I  1S8.  How   plaintiff's   relation  to   the  contract   may  ariie. 

The  relation  to  the  contract  necessary  to  enable  one  to  maintain 
an  action  upon  it  may  be  created  in  many  different  ways:  1.  By 
the  contract  itself,  as  in  the  case  of  the  original  parties  to  the 
contract;  2.  By  transfer  or  assignment;  3.  By  operation  of  law, 
as  in  the  case  of  executors  or  administrators  of  a  deceased  party 
to;  or  assignee  of,  a  contract;  4.  By  aid  of  the  law,  as  in  case  of 
attachment  or  garnishment  of  debts  due,  or  property  in  posses- 
sion; but  in  most  states  this  is  a  special  proceeding  in  aid  of  an 
action  pending;  or  for  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  rendered, 
^^e  in  some  states,  as  in  Michigan,  although  a  suit  must  first 
be  commenced  against  the  principal  defendant  before  a  writ  of 
garnishment  can  be  obtained  against  one  indebted  to  him,  yet 
the  affidavit  for  the  writ  and  the  answer  of  the  garnishee  form 
an  issue  between  them,  and  the  case  is  docketed  and  tried  as  an 
independent  suit,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  therein  for  or 
against  the  garnishee,  as  in  other  actions,  but  as  the  garnishee 
of  the  principal  debtor.  Although  the  plaintiff  in  this  proceed- 
ing is  subrogated  by  force  of  the  statute  to  the  rights  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  principal  case,  yet  it  is  more  analogous  to  pro- 
ems of  attachment  against  the  principal  debtor's  property,  by 
which  alien  is  secured  upon  it  in  advance  of  the  judgment,  since 
judgment  can  not  be  obtained  against  the  garnishee  until  the 
plaintiff  has  obtained  judgment  against  the  principal  defendant, 
and  the  moneys  obtained  by  the  proceeding  must  be  applied 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  principal  judgijient,  and  does  not  other- 
wise become  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

1 134.  Joinder  of  plaintiffs  generally.  The  provisions  of  the 
Code  in  respect  to  the  joinder  of  parties  plaintiff  are  borrowed 
from  the  former  equity  practice,  and  are  as  follows:  ''All  personB 
having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  in 
obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs, 
except  when  otherwise  provided.''^      And  "  of  the  partieB  to 

1 CU.  Code  av.  Pro.,  |  87a 
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the  action  those  who  are  united  in  interest  must  be  joined 
as  plaintiffs  or  defendants;  but  if  the  consent  of  any 
one  who  should  have  been  joined  as  plaintiff  can  not  be  obtained^ 
he  may  be  made  a  defendant,  the  reason  thereof  being  stated  in 
the  complaint/'  (or  petition).^  These  sections,  as  well  as  the 
one  which  provides  that  all  actions  shall  be  prosecuted  in  the 
name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  have  many  exceptions,  which 
will  be  hereafter  noticed. 

The  defendant  in  an  action  who  has  made  but  one  contract 
or  incurred  a  single  liability,  obviously  has  the  right  to  require 
that  the  whole  case  be  disposed  of  in  one  action.  There  may 
be  cases  of  a  contract  made  with  two  or  more  persona  of  such 
nature  that  a  particular  breach  by  the  one  party  may  injure 
but  one  of  several  persons  who  form  the  other  party  to  the  con- 
tract; and  in  such  case  only  the  person  who  has  sustained  dam- 
ages, and  who  would  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  for  the 
breach,  need  sue;  but  wherever  the  damages  are  sustained  by 
all  of  several  constituting  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  all 
must  join  as  plaintiffs,  unless  the  contract  itself  severs  the  in- 
terest of  each  from  the  other,  or  unless  the  amount  to  which  each 
is  entitled  has  been  determined  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  both 
])arties  to  the  contract,  which  of  course  would  amount  to  a  several 
liquidation,  and  would  enable  each  party  to  sue  separately  for 
his  share:  the  contract  and  the  breach  in  such  case  being  only 
matter  of  inducement. 

*^\  contract  by  one  person  with  two  jointly  does  not  compre- 
liend  or  involve  a  contract  with  either  of  them  separately,  as  is 
evident  from  the  well-known  doctrine  that  a  covenant  or  promise 
to  two,  if  proved  in  an  action  brought  by  one  of  them,  sustains 
a  plea  which  denies  the  existence  of  the  contract."^ 

§  136.  Plaintiffs  must  represent  entire  cause  of  action.      The 

<luestion  as  to  the  joinder  of  parties  being  one  of  the  principal 
grounds  of  demurrer,  is  one  of  great  importance  and  frequent 
adjudication.  It  follows  from  the  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
or  plaintiffs  must  represent  the  entire  cause  of  action  (that  is. 

2  Id.,  §  382.  These  provisions  as  to  the  joinder  of  parties  may 
be  found  in  the  Codes  of  the  several  states  which  have  adopted  the 
Code  Procedure. 

sWotherell  v.  Lanp:ston,  1  Exch.  644.  All  the  parties  to  a  joint 
and  several  contract  are  not  necessary  parties  to  an  action  thereon. 
Warren  v.  Hall,  20  Col.  508. 
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that  the  cause  of  action  can  not  be  divided),  that  all  wiio  are  in- 
terested in  the  cause  of  action  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  sought, 
must  be  joined  as  plaintiffs.  We  use  the  words  "  represent " 
and  **  interested  *'  in  the  sense  used  in  the  Codes.  The  person 
or  persons  who  "  represent  *'  the  entire  cause  of  action  must  be 
**  the  real  party  in  interest." 

I  1811.  B«fii8al  of  plaintiffs  to  Join.  Exceptions  to  the  fore- 
going general  rule  existed  at  common  law,  and  are  provided  for 
in  the  Codes.  The  death  of  one  of  the  persons  thus  interested, 
or  his  refusal  to  join,  have  been  held  sufficient  reasons  for  the 
failure  to  make  such  person  a  coplaintiff,  the  reason  appearing 
in  the  complaint,  and,  in  cajse  of  refusal  to  join,  he  should  be 
made  a  defendant.*^ 

But  in  such  case  the  recovery  must  be  entire,  and  for  the  whole 
interest,  so  that  the  defendant,  against  whom  the  recovery  is  had, 
may  not  be  subjected  to  a  second  action;  while  those  jointly 
entitled  to  the  recovery,  though  one  of  them  is  a  defendant, 
being  both  before  the  court,  may  have  their  mutual  rights  and 
interests  adjusted  in  the  same  decree  or  judgment;  or  if  from  a 
comphcation  of  accounts,  as  between  partners,  that  is  incon- 
venient, the  recovery  must  enter  into  the  accounting  between 
them.  The  person  thus  made  a  defendant  is  equally  with  the 
plaintiff  bound  Jby  the  judgment  or  decree. 

I  187.  Where  parties  are  numeroua.  In  equity,  the  rule  that 
all  persons  materially  interested  must  be  made  parties  was  al- 
ways dispensed  with  where  it  was  impracticable,  or  very  incon- 
venient, as  in  the  case  of  a  very  numerous  association  in  a  stock 
concern,  in  effect  a  partnership.*^  This  same  rule  is  embodied 
in  the  Code,  which  provides  that  where  the  parties  are  numerous^ 
and  it  is  impracticable  to  bring  them  all  before  the  court,  or 
where  the  question  is  one  of  common  or  general  interest,  one 
or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of  all.  It  would  be 
very  difficult  to  lay  down  any  positive  rule  by  which  the  degree 
of  the  inconvenience  which  would  justify  the  omission  could  be 

*See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  382;  Nightingale  v.  Scannell.  G 
Cal.  500;  S.  C,  18  Id.  322;  Hays  v.  Lasater  et  a/.,  3  Ark.  .505; 
3kIoody  V.  Sewall,  14  Me.  295;  ante.  §  134,  n.;  Godding  v.  Declter,  3 
Col.  App.  198;  Allen  v.  Miller.  11  Ohio  St.  374;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hummell,  14  Col.  259. 

•Cockburn  v.  Thompson.  16  Ves.  321;  Story's  Eq.  PI.,  §  135;  Gor- 
man V.  Ruaaell,  14  Cal.  540. 
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absolutely  detennined.  Other  circumstances  aside  from  the 
numbers  must  often  enter  into  a  proper  determination.  The 
exigencies  of  the  case,  the  necessity  for  prompt  action,  the 
hazards,  or  inevitable  loss  from  delay,  might  justify  the  omission 
in  one  case,  while  in  another  all  the'defendants,  though  equally 
numerous,  should  be  brought  in.  The  facts  relied  upon  to 
justify  the  omission  should  be  clearly  stated  in  the  complaint, 
and  become  a  matter  for  judicial  decision,  governed  by  the  spirit 
of  the  Code  and  the  facts  of  the  particular  case.® 

I  138.  Common  interMit,  what  is.  The  test  of  the  unity  of 
interest  referred  to  in  this  section  is  that  joint  connection  with, 
or  relation  to,  the  subject-matter  which,  by  the  rules  of  the 
common  law,  will  preclude  a  separate  action.  It  refers  to  such 
cases  as  joint  tenants,  cotrustees,  partners,  joint  owners,  or  joint 
contractors  simply."^  In  all  these  cases  the  right,  to  assert  or 
protect  which  the  suit  is  brought,  is  one  which  exists  against 
them  all,  or  the  obligation  to  be  enforced  is  common  to  them 
all;  then,  if  it  is  impracticable  to  bring  them  all  before  the  court, 
one  may  sue  or  defend  for  all.®  The  rule  which  permits  the 
omission  of  parties,  and  the  filing  of  a  bill  by  one  in  behalf  of  all 
the  others,  is  founded  on  necessity,  and  is  established  to  prevent 
a  failure  of  justice  which  could  not  be  otherwise  avoided.* 

§  139.  ActionB  by  Joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common. 
The  Code  of  California,  following  in  this  respect  the  majority  of 
the  Codes  of  the  various  states,  provides  that  "  all  persons  hold- 
ing as  tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  or  coparceners,  or  any 
number  less  than  all,  may  jointly  or  severally  commence  or  de- 
fend any  civil  action  or  proceeding  for  the  enforcement  or  pro- 
tection of  the  rights  of  such  party."^^  It  is  also  provided  that 
"  any  two  or  more  persons  claiming  any  estate  or  interest  in 

6  In  Andrews  v.  Mokelumne  Hill  Ck>.,  7  Gal.  333,  it  was  held  tliat 
section  14  in  the  former  Practice  Act  was  intended  to  apply  to  suits 
in  equity,  and  not  to  actions  at  law.  Subsequent  decisions  of  this 
court  abolished  all  distinctions  between  the  actions  at  law  and  suits 
in  equity  in  this  respeect. 

7  Jones  V.  Felch,  3  Bosw.  63;  Bucl^nam  v.  Brett,  35  Barb.  596; 
Gibbons  v.  Peralta,  21  Cal.  632,  633. 

»  Reid  V.  The  Evergreens,  21  How.  (N.  Y.)  319;  Carey  v.  Brown, 
58  Cal.  180;  Baker  v.  Ducker,  79  id.  365. 

0  Bouton  V.  City  of  Brookljm,  15  Barb.  375  f  Smith  v.  Lock  wood, 
13  Id.  209;  Towner  v.  Tooley,  38  id.  598. 

10  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  384. 
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lands  under  a  common  source  of  title^  whether  holding  as 
tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  coparceners,  or  in  severalty, 
may  unite  in  an  action  against  any  person  claiming  an  adverse 
estate  or  interest  therein,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  such 
ndYene  claim,  or  of  establishing  such  conmion  source  of  title,  or 
declaring  the  same  to  be  held  in  trust,  or  of  removing  a  cloud 
upon  the  same/'" 

At  the  common  law,  joint  tenants  were  required  to  join  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  and  the  failure  to  do  so  was  fatal  to  a  re- 
covery.**   While  two  or  more  cotenants  could  not  join  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  the  interest  of  each  being  separate  and  dis- 
tinct.^   But  under  this  provision  the  right  of  one  tenant  in 
conunon  to  recover  in  an  action  of  ejectment  the  possession  of 
the  entire  tract  as  against  all  persons  but  his  cotenants,  has 
been  repeatedly  upheld.**    Or  he  may  sue  alone  for  his  moiety;*** 
or  may  in  equity  obtain  a  partition.*®    And  these  rules  applj 
equally  to  the  grantee  of  the  tenant  in  common.*^    So,  also,  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators  can  maintain  such  action  jointly  with 
tho  other  tenants  in  common  in  all  cases  where  their  testators 
or  intestates  could  have  done  so,  until  the  administration  of  the 
estates  they  represent  have  closed,  or  the  property  distributed 
under  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court.**    But  if  an  estate  should 
be  sold  in  lots  to  different  purchasers,  they  could  not  join  in 
exhibiting  one  bill  against  the  vendor  for  specific  performance; 
but  where  there  was  a  contract  to  convey  with  but  one  person, 
under  which  the  purchaser  conveyed  his  equitable  interest  of  a 
moiety  to  each  one  of  two  persons,  it  was  held  that  these  two 
persons  might  sue  the  original  vendor  for  specific  performance.  *• 

11  Id.,  S  381,  effect  July  1,  1874;  see,  also,  fi§  384,  738,  and  1452. 

12  Dewey  v.  Lambler,  7  Cal.  ^47. 

13  De  Jobnson  v.  Sepulbeda,  5  Oal.  149;  Throckmorton  v.  Burr,  id. 
401;  Welch  v.  Sullivan,  8  id.  187. 

14  Tduchard  v.  Crow.  20  Cal.  150;  81  Am.  Dec.  108;  Stark  v.  Bar- 
rett. 15  OaL  371;  Mahoney  v.  Van  Winkle,  21  id.  583;  Caller  v.  Pett, 
3(>  id.  484;  Weiae  v.  Barker.  2  West  Coast  Rep.  108. 

i^Cfoyllland  v.  Tanner,  7  Cal.  38;  Collier  v.  Corbett,  15  id.  183. 

i«Tlimey  v.  Stebbius,  28  Barb.  290;  Tripp  v.  Riley,  15  id.  888; 
Bebee  y.  Griffing.  14  N.  Y.  235. 

17  Stark  ▼.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  361;  approved  in  Touchard  v.  Crow, 
21  Id.  162;  Hart  v.  Rol>ert8on,  id.  348;  Mahoney  v.  Van  Winkle,  id. 
583;  Reed  v.  Splcer.  27  id.  CA;  Carpenter  v.  Webster,  id.  560;  Sewara 
T.  Malott^,  15  Id.  304. 

^*  Reynolds  v.  Hosmer.  45  Cal.  631. 

i^Owen  V.  Frink,  24  Cal.  177. 
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And  where  one  tenant  in  common  sells  the  right  to  a  stnmger  to 
cut  timber  off  the  common  property,  another  tenant  in  common 
of  the  same  property  can  not  maintain  replevin  for  the  timber 
after  it  is  cut.^  After  severance  of  a  fund  held  in  common, 
each  party  may  maintain  a  separate  action  for  Ms  ascertained 
share.* 

I  140.  Actioiui  by  Joint  owners  of  chattels.  Both  at  the 
common  law  and  under  the  Code  a  co-owner  of  a  chattel  can 
maintain  no  action  to  enforce  his  proprietary  rights  therein 
without  joining  his  co-owners.  Thus,  one  co-owner  can  not 
recover  possession  of  the  common  property  from  his  co-owner 
who  is  in  the  exclusive  possession  thereof,  in  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  replevin.^  Thus,  tenants  in  common  of  wool,,  who 
became  such  by  one  of  them  letting  sheep  for  a  year  to  the 
other,  with  an  agreement  that  the  latter  was  to  take  care  of 
the  sheep,  shear  them,,  sack  the  wool,  and  deliver  it  to  the 
owner  of  the  sheep  at  S.,  a  port,  to  be  by  him  shipped  to  a 
commission  merchant  at  S.  F.,  to  be  sold,  and  that  when 
the  wool  was  sold  the  proceeds  were  to  be  equally  divided,  can 
not  maintain  replevin  against  each  other,  nor  can  one  against 
the  vendee  of  the  other  ;^  and  the  same  necessity  exists  for 
the  joinder  of  all  the  cotenants  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the 
conversion  by  a  stranger.^  So,  also,  tenants  in  common  must 
join  in  an  action  for  an  entire  injury  done  to  the  partnershi]> 
property,  either  in  tort,  or  assumpsit  when  tort  is  waived.^ 
Joint  owners  or  joint  charterers  of  ships  are  tenants  in  common, 
and  must  all  join  in  an  action  affecting  the  common  property, 
or  for  the  recovery  of  freight.* 

aoAlford  V.  Dradeen,  1  Nev.  228. 

21  Gen.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Benson,  5  Duer,  168. 

22  Cross  V.  Hulett,  53  Mo.  307:  MiUs  v.  Malott,  43  Ind.  21A;  Stall 
V.  Wilbur,  77  N.  Y.  158;  Hill  v.  Seager,  2  West  Coast  Rep.  e78. 

28  Hewlett  V.  Owens,  50  Cal.  474;  S.  C,  51  id.  570. 

24  Whitney  v.  Stark,  8  Cal.  514;  68  Am.  Dec.  360;  Rice  v.  HoUen- 
beclK,  19  Barb.  664;  Gook  v.  Kenneda.  29  id.  120;  Tanner  v.  Hills, 
44  id.  428;  but  see  Yamhill  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newby,  1  Greg.  173. 

25  Gilmore  v.  Wilbur,  12  Pick.  120;  Corcoran  v.  White,  146  Mass. 
329;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  313;  Oapp  v.  Inst,  for  Savings,  15  R.  I.  489;  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  915.  Exception  to  rule.  See  Peck  v.  McLean,  36 
Minn.  228;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  665. 

26Merritt  v.  Walsh,  32  N.  Y.  685:  Donnell  v.  Walsh,  33  id.  43; 
88  Am.  Dec.  361;  Buekman  v.  Brett.  22  How.  Pr.  233;  13  Abb. 
Pr.  119;  see  Bishop  v.  Edmlston,  13  id.  346;  Sherman  v.  Fream,  30 
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i  141.  Actioiui  hj  «zeeuton  and  administrators.  The  pro- 
Titton  that  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of 
the  real  party  in  interest  has  certain  exceptions.  Thus  the  Code 
proYides  that  *'an  executor^  administrator^  or  trustee  of  an 
express  trust,  or  a  person  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  may 
sue  without  joining  with  him  the  persons  for  whose  benefit 
the  action  is  prosecuted.  A  person  with  whom  or  in  whose 
name  a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another  is  a  trustee 
of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section."  ^ 

In  the  case  of  executors,  it  was  formerly  the  rule  that  where 
several  were  named,  all  must  join  in  an  action,  even  though 
some  renounce.^  By  section  1355,  California  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  only  those  who  have  been  appointed  by  the  court 
should  join;  "  those  appointed  have  the  same  authority  to  per- 
form all  acts  and  discharge  the  trust  required  by  the  will,  as 
effectually  for  every  purpose  as  if  all  were  appointed  and  should 
act  together."  But  where  there  are  two  administrators,  and 
only  one  acting,  he  may  sue  alone  in  his  own  right  on  a 
gimranty  executed  since  decedent's  death.^ 

Under  the  Code,  executors  have  the  right  to  institute  actions 
under  the  general  authority  conferred  by  statute.*^  But  the 
provision  that  an  executor  may  sue,  without  joining  with  him 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted,  has  no 
application  in  case  of  an  action  for  the  construction  of  a  will.^^ 

In  California,  it  is  also  provided  that  "actions  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  property,  real  or  personal,  or  for  the  possession 
thereof,  and  all  actions  founded  upon  contracts,  may  be  main- 
tained by  and  against  executors  and  administrators  in  all  cases 
in  which  the  same  might  have  been  maintained  by  or  against 

Barh  .478;  Goater  v.  New  York  &  Brie  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Duer,  43;  Dennis 
r.  Kennedy,  19  Barb.  517. 

wOal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  880.  A  purchaser  of  real  property  at 
execution  sale,  who  receives  the  sheriff's  deed  In  his -own  name, 
bat  in  reality  for  the  benefit  of  another,  Is  a  trustee  of  an  express 
trust,  and  may  sue  the  tenant  In  possession  for  the  value  of  tlie 
Qse  and  occnpation,  without  joining  the  person  for  whose  l)enefit 
the  purchase  was  made.    Walker  v.  McCusker,  71  Cal.  595. 

»9  Co.  37;  1  Chit  PI.  13;  1  Saund.  291;  3  Bac.  32;  Toll.  68;  Bodle 
T.  Rulse,  5  Wend.  313. 

» Packer  v.  Willson,  15  Wend.  343. 

» Curtis  V.  Sutter,  15  Cal.  259;  Halleck  v.  Mixer.  16  id.  679; 
Trachmacber  v.  Thompson,  18  id.  20:  79  Am.  Dec.  151. 

a  Hobart  CMlege,  Trustees  of,  v.  Fitzhugh,  27  N.  Y.  ISO. 

U 
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their  respective  testators  or  intestates."  ^  In  such  section^  ac- 
tions to  quiet  title  to  lands  are  omitted.  By  section  1452  it 
is  provided  ^^  that  the  heirs  or  devisees  may  themselyes,  or 
jointly  with  the  executor  or  administrator,  maintain  an  action 
for  the  possession  of  the  real  estate,  or  for  the  purpose  of  quiet- 
ing title  to  the  same,  against  any  one  eJLcept  the  executor  or 
^administrator." 

As  executors  and  administrators  are  required  to  take  into 
their  possession  all  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  real  and  personal 
{%  1581),  they  must  have  the  right  to  maintain  an  action 
for  its  possession,  without  being  compelled  to  obtain  the  con- 
sent of  the  heirs  or  devisees,  but  it  is  not  clear  that  the  execu-  . 
tor  or  administrator  can  bring  an  action  to  quiet  title  without 
joining  the  heir  or  devisee,  under  either  of  these  provisions. 
However,  in  cases  where  it  became  necessary  to  the  proper  exe- 
cution of  the  trust  that  such  action  should  be  brought,  he 
might  if  the  heirs  or  devisees  refused  to  join  as  plaintiffs, 
make  them  defendants^  under  section  382.^ 

In  construing  these  provisions  it  has  been  held  that  an  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator  can  maintain  an  action,  without  joining 
his  beneficiary,  for  the  wrongful  conversion  or  embezzlement  of 
the  property  of  his  intestate;^  or  an  action  of  replevin;"^  or  for 
trespass  to  the  real  property  of  the  testator;**  or  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage;*^  or  to  set  aside  deeds  fraudulently  made  by  the 
deceased.^  So,  also,  an  administrator  may  maintain  an  action 
on  a  note  made  payable  to  him  as  administrator.^  But  in 
Massachusetts  an  administrator  of  the  deceased  promisee  and 
the  surviving  promisee  of  a  promissory  note  can  not  join  in 

«2Cal.  Code  C?lv.  Pro..  $  1582. 

33  But  see  Oartis  v.  Sutter,  15  Oal.  259.  Heirs  may  maintain 
.notion  to  quiet  title  without  joining  the  administrator.  Tryon  v. 
Iluntoon,  67  Cal.  325. 

34  Jahns  V.  Nolting,  29  Cal.  507;  Becltman  v.  McKay,  14  Id.  250; 
referred  to  in  Jahns  v.  Nolting,  29  id.  512;  Sheldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How. 
Pr.  11. 

3ft  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  1ft  Oal.  575. 

86HaJght  V.  Green,  19  Cal.  113;  RoelLwen  ▼.  Saunders,  19  BarlK 
473. 

37  Harwood  v.  Marye.  8  Cal.  580. 

3?*  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1589;  but  see  contra*  Snyder  v.  Voorbies. 
2  West  Coast  Rep.  616. 

39  Corcoran  v.  DoU,  32  Cal.  82;  Coppei  v.  Kerr,  3  Johns.  Cas.  606; 
Eagle  V.  Fox,  28  Barb.  473;  Robinson  v.  Crandall,  9  Wend.  425; 
Bright  V.  Currle,  5  Sandf.  433;  Merritt  v.  Seamen,  6  N.  Y.  168. 
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bringing  an  action  on  the  note.^  Nor  can  an  admrnistrator 
de  bonis  turn  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  for  the  price 
of  goods  of  his  intestate^  sold  by  a  previous  administrator.^^ 

On  a  demand  due  to  the  testator  before  his  decease,  the  ex- 
ecutor may  sue,  either  in  his  individual  capacity  or  in  his 
capacity  as  executor.^  So  he  may  sue  as  administrator,  or  in 
his  own  right  upon  a  note  made  or  indorsed  to  him  as  admin- 
istrator;^ and  in  an  action  for  conversion,  after  the  death  of  the 
intestate,  the  administrator  may  sue  in  his  own  name  properly, 
though  the  conversion  took  place  before  the  granting  of  the 
letters  of  administration,  as  the  letters  relate  back  to  the  time 
of  the  death,  and  give  title  by  relation.^  And  it  has  been  held 
in  New  York  that  an  executor  may  sue  in  two  different  capaci- 
ties, as  executor  and  devisee,  where  the  causes  of  action  are 
snch  as  may  be  joined.*** 

A  foreign  executor  or  administrator  can  not  sue  in  another 
state  in  his  representative  capacity.  His  authority  does  not 
extend  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  government  under  which 
he  was  invested  with  his  authority.***  The  objection  that  a  for- 
eign administrator  can  not  sue  must  be  taken  by  demurrer.*''^ 

But  the  assignee  of  the  thing  in  action  transferred  by  such 
foreign  executor  or  administrator,  may  sue  the  debtor  resident 
in  another  state.  The  disability  of  the  representative  is  per- 
sonal and  does  not  affect  the  subject  of  the  action;  and  in  the 
application  of  this  rule,  executors  or  administrators  made  or 
appointed  under  the  laws  of  any  other  state  in  the  Union  are 
regarded  as  foreign.** 

40  Smitli  V.  Franklin.  1  Mass.  480. 

41  Galder  v.  Pyfer,  2  Oranch  C.  C  430.  An  administrator  can  not 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
estate  after  he  has  ceased  to  he  administrator  of  the  estate.  Affler- 
bach  V.  McGovem,  79  Cal.  268. 

« MefTltt  V.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  (2  Seld.)  168. 

«  Bright  V.  Cunie,  5  Sandf.  433. 

^Shddon  V.  Hoy,  11  How.  (N.  Y.)  11. 

45  Armstrong  v.  Hall,  17  How.  Pr.  76:  compare  Pugsly  v.  Aiken, 
U  N.  Y.  494.  See  further  as  to  right  of  action  In  favor  of  executor 
or  administrator.  Curran  v.  Kennedy,  89  Cal.  98;  iTennie  v.  Hildreth, 
81  Id.  127. 

4«Cal.  CJode  Civ.  Pro.,  $  1913. 

47  Robbing  V.  Wells,  18  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  191;  S.  C,  26  How.  15;  1  Rob. 
<K6. 

4^Peter80D  v.  Chemical  Bank.  32  N.  Y.  (5  Tiff.)  21;  88  Am.  Dec. 
296. 
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§  142.  Actions  by  partners.  It  was  the  rule  of  the  common 
law,  and  the  same  has  remained,  unchanged  hy  the  Code,  that 
in  actioiib  for  the  benefit  of  the  partnership,  all  the  partners 
must  be  joined  as  parties  to  the  actions.  Thus,  all  the  part^ 
uers  sjiould  join  in  an  action  for  the  collection  of  a  partner- 
ship debt,  as  for  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  goods  sold  by 
the  firm.  It  can  not  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  one, 
although  he  is  the  general  agent  of  the  firm.^^  The  same  rule 
prevails  in  an  action  to  recover  against  an  innkeeper  for  the 
loss  of  goods;^  or  in  an  action  for  damages  for  a  deceit  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate  for  partnership  purposes.^*  Whether  a 
dormant  or  special  partner  is  a  necessary  party  plaiiitiif,  is  a 
question  of  practice  which  has  been  answered  differently  in 
different  states.  Many  of  the  states  have  enacted  statutes 
which  dispense  with  the  joinder  of  either  the  dormant  or 
special  partner.^^  In  New  York,  however,  it  would  seem  that 
a  dormant  partner  is  a  necessary  party  plaintiff/*^  But  \\lun 
one  partner  is  a  member  of  two  firms,  one  of  which  sues  the 
other,  he  may  elect  to  be  either  plaintiff  or  defendant."  .\n 
agreement  to  divide  the  gross  earnings  of  a  venture  does  not 
necessarily  constitute  the  parties  to  it  partners.^  Where  one 
of  the  partners  has  died,  the  wile  under  the  Code  and  at  the  com- 
mon law  was  that  the  right  remained  in  the  surviving  partner* 
to  sue  on  the  firm  demands,  without  joining  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  deceased  partner.  The  surviving  part- 
ners might  assign  the  firm  demands,  even  to  the  representatives 

«Hyde  v.  Van  Valkenburgh,  1  Daly,  416;  Bridge  v.  Payson,  5 
Sandf.  210;  Mayhew  v.  Robinson.  10  How.  Pr.  162;  Briggs  v.  Brlggs. 
20  Barb.  477:  15  N.  Y.  471;  Sweet  v.  Bradley,  24  Barb.  549;  Halliday 
V.  Doggett.  6  Pick.  359. 

so  Needles  v.  Howard,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  54. 

M  Medbury  v.  Watson,  6  Met.  246.  A  deed  conveying  title  to  the 
members  of  a  firm  enables  one  partner  to  maintain  ejectment 
against  an  intruder.    Smith  v.  Smith,  80  Cal.  323. 

R2  Clark  V.  Miller,  4  Wend.  629;  Olarkson  v.  Carte'r,  3  Cow.  84; 
Leveck  v.  Sliaftoe,  2  Esp.  468;  Mitchell  v.  DoU,  2  Harr.  &.  GIU.  171. 

w  Secor  V.  Keller,  4  Duer,  416;  but  see  Hurlbut  v.  Post,  1  Bosw. 
28;  Brown  v.  Birdsall,  29  Barb.  549;  Van  Valen  v.  Hussell.  13  id. 
590. 

M  Oole  V.  Reynolds,  18  N.  Y.  76. 

w  Wheeler  v.  Farmer,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct,  July  Term,  1869,  citing  Patter- 
son V.  Blanchard,  5  N.  Y.  189;  Story  on  Part.,  §  34,  and  cases  there 
cited  in  note  & 
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of  the  deceased,  in  which  case  the  assignee  would  be  the  proper 
party  plaintiff.^ 

f  143.  Foreclorar*  of  mortgages  and  mechanics'  liens.       In 

actions  to  foreclose  mortgages,  all  persons  interested  in  the 
estate  may  be  made  parties.  But  no  person  holding  an  unre- 
corded mortgage,  conveyance  or  lien,  from  or  under  the  mort- 
gagor at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  need  be  made  a  party 
to  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  or  lien.^*^  Materialmen  and 
mechanics  may  join  in  an  equitable  action  to  establish  and  en- 
force their  liens."  The  mortgagee  of  a  policy  of  insurance  is 
the  owner,  and  can  alone  maintain  an  action  upon  it.*®  But  the 
party  to  whom  the  loss  is  made  payable  in  the  polic}  may  sue  in 
his  own  name,  if  not  assigned,  sold,  or  mortgaged.*^ 

I  144.  Principal  and  agent.  On  contracts  made  by  an  agent, 
either  express  or  implied,  in  the  name  of  his  principal,  the  latter 
is  the  proper  party  plaintiff.  In  such  case  the  agent  can  not 
8ue.'^  If,  however,  the  contract,  whetlier  verbal  or  written,  is 
entered  into  by  the  agent,  in  his  own  name,  without  disclosing 
his  principal,  either  the  principal  or  the  agent  may  sue  thereon. 
And  the  same  is  true  if  the  contract  is  entered  into  by  the  agent 
in  his  own  name,  and  the  fact  of  the  agency  was  known  to  the 
contracting  parties  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract.^^ 

WRoys  T.  Vilas.  18  Wis.  160;  Brown  v.  Allen,  35  Iowa,  306,  311. 

57Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  72G. 

M  Barber  v.  Reynolds.  33  Cal.  497:  Pitch  v.  Creighton,  24  How. 
130. 

» Ripley  y.  Astor  Ins.  Co.,  17  How.  Pr.  444;  Ennis  v.  Harmony 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  3  Bosw.  516;  but  see  Bidwell  v.  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  19 
.V  Y.  179;  Bodlo  v.  Chenango  Ins.  Co.,  2  id.  53. 

^Frink  V.  Hampden  Ins.  Co..  45  Barb.  3Si. 

WErickson  v.  Compton,  0  How.  Pr.  471;  Union  India  Rubber  Co. 
"  Tomlinson,  1  E.  I).  Smith,  3(V4;  St.  John  v.  Griffith,  13  How.  Pr. 
.V*;  Fish  v.  Wood,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  327;  Haight  v.  Sahler.  30  Barb. 
218:  Stanton  v.  Camp,  4  Id.  274;  Lane  v.  Columbus  Ins.  Co.,  2  C.  R. 
<*-'»;  Lineker  v.  Ayeshford,  1  Cal.  75;  Phillips  v.  Henshaw,  5  id.  509. 
Ad  agent  who  loans  the  money  oi  his  principal  In  the  name  of 
the  principal  can  not  hims<»lf  sue  to  recover  it  back.  Chin  Kern  Yon 
V.  .\h  Joan.  75  Cal.  124. 

«8t  John  V.  Griffith.  2  Abb.  Pr.  198:  Hall  v.  Plaine,  14  Ohio  St. 
417:  Higglna  v.  Senior.  8  M.  &  W.  834;  Sims  v.  Bond.  5  B.  &  Ad. 
^^:  Bastable  v.  Poole,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  410;  Hicks  v.  Whitmoi-e.  12 
Wend.  548;  Talntor  v.  Prendergast,  3  Hill,  72;  Tyler  v.  Freeman. 
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Thus  an  agent  may  maintain  an  action  on  4  promiaeoiy'  note 
payable  to  himself  as  agent.^  So  also  the  real  owner  of  goods 
may  maintain  an  action  concerning  them  in  his  own  name^  and 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  agency.^ 

§  145.  FlaintiflB  in  action  on  promlBsoxy  notes.         In  actions 

on  promissory  notes  the  real  party  in  interest^  that  is,  the  party 
having  the  right  to  the  money  thereon,  is  the  proper  person  to 
sue.®*  The  holder  of  such  note  is  presumed  to  be  the  owner,  in 
the  absenoe  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  prima  facie  entitles 
him  to  sue  thereon.^  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  the 
actual  possession  of  the  note  sued  upon  does  not  affect  his  rights 
to  recover  upon  it,  if  he  be  the  real  owner,  although  the  note  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant.*''  Conversely  the  mere  holder 
of  a  note,  without  an  interest  in  or  title  thereto,  can  not  main- 
tain an  action  thereon.^ 

3  Oush.  281;  Frear  v.  Jones,  6  Iowa,  160;  Usparicba  v.  Noble,  13 
East,  232;  Buffum  v.  Chad  wick,  8  Mass.  103;  Fairfield  v.  Adams, 
16  Pick.  381;  Morgan  v.  Reed,  7  Abb.  Pr.  215;  Van  Lien  v.  Byrnes, 
1  Hilt.  133;  Ruiz  v.  Norton,  4  Cal.  358;  Thum  v.  Alta  Tel.  Co.,  15 
id.  472;  Crosby  v.  Watkins,  12  id.  88.  Cases  in  w*liicb  agent  may 
sue  in  own  name.  See  Rowe  v.  Rand,  111  Ind.  206;  Ludwig  v. 
Gillespie,  105  N.  Y.  653;  Deitz  v.  Tnsurance  Co.,  31  W.  Va,  851; 
13  Am.  St.  Rep.  900. 

«8  0rd  v.  McKee,  5  Cal.  515;  Considerant  y.  Brisbane,  22  N.  Y. 
380;  ReiUy  v.  Cook,  22  How.  Pr.  93. 

64  Union  India  Rubber  Co.  v.  Tomlinson,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  364. 

65Cummings  t.  Morris,  3  Bosw.  560;  Selden  v.  Pringle,  17  Barb. 
460;  Hastings  v.  McKinley,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  273;  Stevens  v.  Hannan, 
86  Mich.  305;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  125. 

66  Locket  T.  Davis,  3  McLean,  101;  Halsted  v.  Lyon,  2  id.  226; 
Curtis  V.  Sprague,  51  Cal.  239;  McCann  v.  Lewis,  9  Id.  246;  cited 
in  Corcoran  v.  DM,  32  id.  88;  Price  v.  Dunlap,  5  id.  483;  Oushee 
V.  Leavitt,  id.  160;  63  Am.  Dec.  116;  James  v.  Chalmers,  5  Sandf. 
52;  affirmed  in  Lowber  v.  Leroy,  6  N.  Y.  209;  Mottram  v.  MiUa,  1 
Sandf.  37;  Wiltsie  v.  Northam,  5  Bosw.  428:  Farrington  v.  Park 
Bank,  39  Barb.  645;  Meadowcraft  v.  Walsh,  15  Mont  544;  Robert- 
son V.  Dunn,  87  N.  C.  191;  Hays  v.  Hathom,  74  N.  Y.  486;  Herrlck 
V.  Bromslde,  56  Md.  439. 

67  Selden  v.  Pringle,  17  Barb.  468;  Hastings  v.  McKinley,  1  B.  D. 
Smith,  273;  McClusky  v.  Gerhauser,  2  Nev.  47;  Curtis  v.  Sprague. 
51  Cal.  239. 

68  Parker  v.  Totten,  10  How.  Pr.  233:  Clark  v.  Phillips,  21  Id.  87; 
Prall  Y.  Hlnchman,  6  Duer,  351. 
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A  party  holding  a  promissory  note,  as  trustee  for  himself  and 
others,  may  recover.*®  So  a  bona  Ade  indorsee  may  recover.""^ 
Or  the  indorsee  of  a  note  for  a  consideration  to  he  paid  after  col- 
lection may  maintain  action.*" 

I  14a  Quo  warranto.  The  claimant  of  an  office  may  join 
with  the  people  as  plaintiff  in  a  proceeding  of  quo  warranto?^ 

i  147.  Action  by  sheriif.  A  sheriff  who  levies  an  attachment, 
by  virtue  of  the  process  of  attachment,  can  not  maintain  an 
action  in  his  own  name  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt.^' 

I  148.  Action  by  state  or  United  States.  In  the  absence  of 
any  statute  to  that  effect,  the  state  can  not  be  sued.''^*  In  an  ac- 
tion to  annul  a  patent  for  land,  the  state  as  well  as  persons 
having  a  right  to  the  land  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  J*  If  the 
state  has  no  interest  in  the  matter,  the  action  can  not  be  bus- 
tainedJ*  Actions  for  the  recovery  of  an  auctioneer's  duty  are 
properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state.*"  The  United  States 
of  America  can  sue  in  that  name  in  chancery  without  putting 
forward  any  public  officer  who  could  be  called  on  to  give  dis- 
covery on  a  cross-bill.''® 

•Palmer  v.  Goodwin,  5  Gal.  458;  Hamilton  v.  McDonald,  18  Id. 
128;  Fletcher  v.  Derrlckson,  3  Bosw.  181;  but  see  Parlcer  v.  Totten, 
10  How.  Pr.  283;  White  v.  Brown,  14  id.  282;  Clark  v.  PhiUips,  21 
Id.  87. 

70Cammings  v.  Morris,  3  Bosw.  580;  Potter  v.  Ghadsey,  16  Abb. 
Pr.  146;  HImmelman  v.  Hotaling,  40  Gal.  Ill;  5  Am.  Rep.  600; 
Elinqnist  v.  Markoe,  45  Minn.  305;  Harpendlng  v.  Daniel,  80  Ky. 
4^. 

nCnmminga  v.  Morris,  25  N.  Y.  625..  As  to  transferee  without 
eon^eration,  see  KiUmore  v.  Gulver,  24  Barb.  656.  A  note  in- 
dorsed merely  for  collection  passes  such  title  as  enables  the  indorsee 
to  sne  in  his  own  name,  as  the  real  party  in  interest.  Roberts  v. 
Parrish,  17  Greg.  583;  Roberts  v.  Snow,  27  Neb.  425;  Wilson  v. 
Tolaon.  79  Oa.  187. 

n  People  v.  Ryder,  12  N.  T.  433;  affirmed,  id.  433;  People  v. 
Walker,  23  Barb.  304. 

n  SnUette  v.  Melhado,  1  Gal.  105. 

74  People  V.  Doe  G.  1034,  36  Gal.  220. 

^  People  V.  Morrill,  26  Gal.  336;  approved  in  Wilson  v.  Gastro, 
81  Id.  427. 

» People  T.  8tratton,  25  Gal.  244. 

estate  V.  Poulterer,  16  Gal.  514;  see  State  v.  Gonkling,  19  id.  509. 

n  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner,  Law  Rep.,  2  Oh.  App. 
OU.S82L 
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§  149.  Sureties  as  plaintiffs.  A  surety  on  an  undertaking 
who  had  paid  the  amount  of  his  liability,  is  entitled  to  recover 
back  the  amounts®  Cosureties  who  pay  the  debt  of  their  prin- 
cipal by  giving  their  joint  and  several  notes  therefor,  must  join 
in  a  suit  against  him  for  reimbursement.®**  A  surety  paying  a 
debt  for  which  several  persons  are  liable  in  distinct  proportions, 
as  principals,  must  proceed  by  a  several  action  against  each  upon 
an  implied  assumpsit?^ 

S  149a.  Miscellaneous  cases  "-real  party  in  interest,  etc    The 

holder  of  the  legal  title  to  land,  although  a  trustee  for  a  third 
person,  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  may  maintain  an  action 
in  his  own  name  to  recover  the  possession.^  Under  the  Code 
of  Utah  (2  Oomp.  Laws,  1888,  §  3169),  requiring  a  suit  to  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  the  trustees  of 
a  school  district  are  the  proper  parties  plaintiff  in  a  suit  upon 
the  official  bond  of  a  county  collector,  which  runs  to  "  whomso- 
ever it  may  concern,"  when  the  collector  has  failed  to  pay  over 
the  school  funds  of  the  district  which  have  come  into  his  hands.*^^ 
Under  the  New  Mexico  Practice  Act  of  1880,  §  2,  providing 
that  a  party  in  whose  name  a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of 
another,  may  sue  on  it  in  his  own  name,  the  sheriff  is  the  proper 
party  plaintiff,  in  an  action  on  a  forthcoming  bond.^  A  stock- 
holder whose  rights  have  been  interfered  with  by  a  violation  of 
trust  on  the  part  of  the  directors  of  a  corporation  may  sue  the 
corporation  and  the  unfaithful  directors  in  his  own  name, 
vnthout  joining  the  other  stockholders,  as  well  as  on  behalf  of 
the  other  stockholders.^  In  a  proceeding  in  insolvency  there 
aro  no  parties,  other  than  the  insolvent  himself,  at  the  time 
of  the  adjudication,  or  until  after  one  or  more  creditors  have 
made  proofs  and  filed  their  claims  against  the  insolvent.®^ 

78  Garr  v.  Martin,  1  Illlt.  3.58:  see  Jewitt  v.  Crane,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
97;  35  Barl).  208. 

soDoolittle  V.  Dwight,  2  Met.  561;  see  Chandler  v.  Brainard,  14 
Pick.  2S5:  Appletan  v.  Bascom.  3  Met.  169. 

«i  Chipnjan  v.  Morrill,  20  Cal.  130. 

M  Anson  v.  Townsend,  73  Cal.  415. 

R3  Walton  v.  Jones,  7  Utah,  462. 

M  Wapner  v.  Romero,  3  N.  Mex.  131. 

w»  Wickersham  v.  Crittenden,  93  Cal.  17;  and  see  Baker  ▼.  Dacker, 
79  Cal.  365. 

S6  Ohinette  v.  ConkUn,  105  Gal.  465. 


CHAPTER  Vn. 

PLAIKTIFFS  IN  ACTIONS  ABISINQ  FBOIt  T0BT8. 

3 160.  In  generaL     Actions  in  form  ex  delicto  are  for  injoriei 

10  the  abflolute  or  relative  rights  of  persons,  or  to  personal  or 
r.al  property.  The  proper  party  plaintiff  in  such  action  is  the 
one  who  has  suffered  the  injury,  he  being  the  real  party  in  in- 
ttreBt  This  was  the  rule  at  common  law,  and  it  has  remained 
substantially  unchanged  by  the  Code,  The  principal  changes 
made  by  the  Code,  and  by  statute  in  other  states,  in  respect  to 
ihis  class  of  actions,  are  those  relating  to  the  death  or  injury  to 
the  person  of  adults  or  minors,  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or 
neglect  of  another,  and  those  relating  to  seduction.  The  Code 
i^  also  made  several  important  changes  in  regard  to  parties 
plaintiff  in  this  class  of  actions  by  permitting  assignments  of 
certain  causes  of  actions  sounding  in  tort.* 

\  151.  For  injuries  to  real  property.  An  injury  to  real  prop- 
erty is  primarily  an  injury  to  the  possessian,  for  which  the 
party  in  possession,  unless  he  hold  for  another  as  servant  or 
»Fcnt,  should  bring  the  action.  Where,  however,  the  injury  is 
of  a  permanent  character,  and  one  affecting  the  inheritance,  the 
remainderman  or  reversioner  may  maintain  an  action,  either  for 
trespass  on  the  case,  or  to  enjoin  the  further  continuance  of  the 
^Tongfnl  act.*  Thus  the  equitable  owner,  in  possession,  may 
Maintain  an  action  for  damage  to  the  freehold.'  Or  he  may 
sne  for  trespass.*  On  the  same  principle,  the  owner,  redeeming 
from  a  sale  under  execution,  may  sue  for  waste  intermediate  be- 
tween the  sale  and  his  redemption.^    So  also  an  action  can  be 

^See  ^oxf.  Forms  of  complaint:  Assignees  and  Deviseea 

*1  <*it  PL  62,  63:  Van  Duesen  v.  Young,  29  Barb.  9;  Lamport  v. 
Abbott,  12  How.  Pr.  340;  Ulrich  v.  McCabe,  1  Hilt.  251;  Cowand 
^-  Meyers,  d9  N.  C.  198;  Dorsey  v.  Moore,  100  id.  41;  University 
▼.TQeker,31  W.  Va.  621. 

'Rood  V.  New  York,  etc.,  R  R.  Oo.,  18  Barb.  80. 

^Homee  v.  Hammond.  39  Barb.  89:  Safford  ▼.  Hynds,  Id.  625; 
PJ^'wv.  Hall,  41  id.  142:  Sparks  v.  Leavy,  19  Abb.  Ft.  864. 

«Th«na«  v.  Crofut,  14  X.  Y.  474. 
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maintained  by  the  mortgagee  of  real  estate  to  recover  damages 
for  wrongful  and  fraudulent  in  juries  done  to  the  mortgaged 
property,  by  which  the  security  of  the  mortgage  has  been  im- 
paired.* But  several  parties  can  not,  in  a  joint. action,  recover 
damage  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  two  or  more  tracts  of 
land  which  they  own  in  severalty  J 

§  162.  For  injuries  to  personal  property.  In  actions  for  in- 
juries to  personal  property,  or  for  its  conversion,  the  proper  party 
plaintiff  is  generally  the  one  having  the  right  to  the  immediate 
possession,  although  in  proper  cases  the  general  owner,  whose 
reversionary  interest  has  been  injured,  may  sue.®  If  there  are 
two  or  more  joint  owners  of  the  property  injured,  they  should 
all  join.* 

§  158.  In  ejectment.  At  the  common  law,  tenants  in  com- 
mon could  not  join  in  an  action  of  ejectment  under  a  joint 
demise  to  the  normal  plaintiff,  although  the  rule  was  different  as 
to  the  joinder  of  joint  tenants  and  coparceners.*^  Under  the 
Codes  which  provide  that  "  all  persons  having  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  action,  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  may 
be  joined  as  plaintiffs,"  such  joinder  is  permitted."  Except  in 
California,  Missouri,  and  Nevada,  a  joinder  of  tenant^s  in  com- 
mon less  than  all  is  not  permitted.  They  must  all  sue,  or  each 
one  separately.*^    In  the  states  named,  however,  a  joinder  of 

0  RobiDSon  v.  RusseH,  24  Cal.  472. 

7  Tennant  v.  Pfister,  51  Cal.  511. 

8  1  Chit.  PI.  61;  Pftddon  v.  Williams,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  88:  Triscony 
V.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612;  Harrison  v.  Marshall,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  271;  Wig- 
gins V.  McDonald,  18  Cal.  126;  Summers  v.  Parish,  10  Id.  347; 
affirmed  in  Prader  v.  Purkett,  13  id.  501 ;  Drowner  v.  Davis,  15  id. 
11;  McGinn  v.  Worden,  3  fi.  D.  Smith,  355:  Hall  v.  Robinson,  2 
Comst.  2a3:  Kellogg  v.  Church,  3  C.  R  53;  Cass  v.  New  York  & 
N.  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  522;  Robinson  v.  Weeks,  1  C.  R. 
(N.  S.)  311;  Van  Hassel  v.  Borden,  1  Hilt.  128;  Wheeler  v.  Lawson, 
103  N.  T.  40;  Laing  v.  Nelson,  41  Minn.  521;  Kemp  v.  Seely.  47 
Wis.  687. 

»  Dubois  ▼.  Glaub,  52  Peon.  St.  238;  D'Wolf  v.  Harris,  4  Mason, 
515. 

10 1  Chit  PL  65. 

11  Woolfork  V.  Ashby,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  288. 

i2Crager  v.  McLaury,  41  N.  X-  219;  Hasbrouck  ▼.  Bunee^  62  id. 
479.  One  of  several  tenants  in  common  may  maintain  ejectment 
for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  the  entire '  premises.  Weese  v» 
Barker,  7  Col.  178;  Yancy  v.  Greenlee,  90  N.  O.  317. 
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less  than  all  is  permitted.**  Actions  of  ejectment  must  be  prose- 
cuted in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,**  and  the  person 
having  the  legal  title  to  the  land,  and  not  the  one  having  the 
equitable  title,  is  such  party. **^  And  to  entitle  him  to  sue  he  must 
be  out  of  possession.*^  In  California,  the  heir  may  maintain 
ejectment  when  there  is  no  administration."  The  rule  tliat 
each  of  several  heirs  may  sue  in  ejectment  for  payment  of  rent 
without  joining  the  others,  applies  to  the  case  of  tenante  in 
common  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament  of  rents  charged  in 
fee,  and  no  reversion;  the  rents  are  apportioned  in  either  case.*® 
The  grantee  may  bring  an  action  to  recover  lands  conveyed 
while  in  adverse  possession,  in  the  name  of  the  grantor.** 
Leasees  in  the  actual  possession  of  land  from  virhich  they  are 
ousted  by  an  intruder,  without  title  or  color  of  right,  may  main- 
tain ejectment.^  And  it  may  be  maintained  by  the  vendor  of 
land  against  a  vendee  in  possession  under  a  contract  of  purchase, 
who  refuses  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  con- 
tract.** A  deed  conveying  title  to  the  members  of  a  firm  enables 
one  partner  to  maintain  ejectment  against  an  intruder.^ 

I  154.  For  injuries  to  the  person.  Injuries  to  the  person, 
although  inflicted  by  the  same  act  and  by  the  same  defendants, 
generally  are  several,  and  each  person  injured  should  sue  alone. 
This  rule  is  not  universal,  as  the  wrongful  act  may  injure  two 
or  more  persons  in  their  joint  relation,  in  which  case  they  may 
join.  Thus,  in  action  for  libel  or  slander  against  a  partner- 
ship the  partners  may  join.^ 

wWag.  Stat.  558,  I  3;  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  384;  Comp.  Law«! 
Xev..  1873.  i  1077;  Morenhaut  v.  Wilson,  52  Cal.  269. 

"  Ritchie  V.  Dorland,  6  Cal.  33. 

WBmeric  v.  Pennlman.  26  Oal.  122;  O'Connell  v.  Dougherty,  32 
Id.  462;  Green  v.  Jordan,  83  Ala.  220;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  711. 

i«  Taylor  v.  Crane,  15  How.  Pr.  358. 

i7tJpdegraff  v.  Trask,  18  Oal.  458;  Estate  of  Woodworth,  31  id. 
«04;  Soto  ▼.  Kroder,  19  Id.  87. 

uCmger  v.  McClaughry,  51  Barb.  642. 

!•  Lowber  v.  Kelly,  9  Bosw.  494. 

»Kirsch  V.  Brigard,  63  Cal.  319. 

aHlckB  V.  Tx)vell,  64  Cal.  14;  49  Am.  Rep.  679;  Moyer  v.  Garrett, 
96  Penn.  St  376;  Wallace  v.  Maples,  79  Oal.  433;  Coates  t.  Oleaves, 
«2  id.  427:  COnooUy  v.  Hingley,  82  id.  642. 

a  Smith  V.  Smith,  80  Cal.  323. 

■1  Chit.  PI.   64:   Porster  v.   Lawson,   11    Moore.   360;   Cook   v. 
Batchellor,  3  Boe.  &  Pwl.  150;  Maitland  v.  (ioldney,  2  East,  426; 
i,  alBo.  note  to  Corryton  v.  Llthebye,  2  Wm.  Saund.  361. 
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(  156.  The  same —*  injuries  to  married  woman.  At  the  com- 
mon law^  for  injuries  to  a  married  woman,  the  right  of  action 
was  in  the  husband,  although  in  certain  cases  the  wife  must 
join.  As  stated  by  Chitty,  the  rule  was  substantially  this: 
*'  If  the  cause  of  action  survive  to  the  wife,  she  must  be  joined 
as  plaintiff;  as  where  the  injury  was  before  marriage;  or,  if  it 
was  inflicted  after  marriage,  it  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  bring 
personal  suffering  to  the  wife,  or  if  it  injures  her  personally; 
as  a  battery,  false  imprisonment,  or  slander  by  words  action- 
able per  se?^  And  the  same  rule  prevailed  in  regard  to  in- 
juries to  the  wife's  property.  If  the  cause  of  action  survived 
to  her,  she  should  join,  otherwise  not.*  The  Code  has  made 
sweeping  changes  in  regard  to  the  common-law  rules  concern- 
ing the  joinder  of  husband  and  wife.  In  California  the  Code 
provides  that  "  when  a  married  woman  is  a  party,  her  husband 
must  be  joined  with  her,  except  —  1.  When  the  action  concerns 
her  separate  property,  or  her  right  or  claim  to  the  homestead 
property,  she  may  sue  alone;  2.  When  the  action  is  between 
herself  and  her  husband  she  may  sue  or  be  sued  alone;  3.  When 
she  is  living  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  by  reason 
of  his  desertion  of  her,  or  by  agreement  in  writing  entered  into 
between  them,  she  may  sue  or  be  sued  alone."**    In  constru- 

24  1  Chit.  PI.  73,  and  note  3;  Bliss  on  Code  PI.,  §  27. 

25  1  Ohlt.  PI.  75. 

26  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  %  370.  Similar  statutes  have  been  passed 
In  all  the  Code  states.  Such  statutes  differ  somewhat  in  their  de- 
tails, but  their  general  results  are  subetantially  the  same.  Comp. 
Laws  Nev.,  §  1070;  Rev.  &  Comp.  Laws  of  Idaho,  §  7.  In  Iowa 
a  married  woman  may  in  all  cases  sue  and  be  sued,  without  Joining 
her  husband  with  her,  to  the  same  extent  as  if  she  were  unmarried, 
and  an  attachment  or  judgment  shall  be  enforced  by  or  against  her 
as  if  she  were  a  single  woman.  Code  of  Iowa,  §  25(>2.  The  Oregon 
CxKle  (8  30)  is  the  same  as  section  370  of  the  California  Code, 
except  that  the  third  subdivision  is  omitted,  and  the  clause  "  and 
in  no  case  need  she  prosecute  or  defend  by  a  guardian  or  next 
friend,"  is  added.  Ohio  Code  ({J  28)  is  as  follows:  "  Where  a  mar- 
ried woman  is  a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  hor,  except 
that  where  the  action  concerns  her  separate  property,  or  is  between 
herself  and  husband,  she  may  sue  or  be  sued  alone;  and  in  every 
such  case  her  separate  property  shall  be  liable  for  any  judgment 
rendered  therein  against  her  to  the  same  extent  as  would  the  prop- 
erty of  her  husband  were  the  judgment  rendered  against  him;  but  in 
no  case  shall  she  be  required  to  prosecute  or  defend  by  her  next 
friend."  Formerly  the  Code  of  New  York  (§  114)  was  the 
same  as  the  above  section  of  the  Ohio  Code,  omitting  the  clause 
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ing  these  proyisions  of  the  Code,  it  has  been  held  that  in  actions 
for  injuries  to  the  wife's  person  or  character,  she  must  join 
with  her  husband;^  while,  for  injuries  to  her  separate  estate^ 
whether  the  same  arise  from  deceit,  trespass,  or  conversion, 
she  may  sue  alone,  or  her  husband  may  be  joined  with,  her, 
18  the  provision  authorizing  her  to  sue  alone  has  generally 
been  held  permissive,  except  in  those  states  which  absolutely 
require  the  action  to  be  prosecuted  by  the  wife  alone.^  So, 
abo,  if  the  cause  of  action  arises  from  contract  the  wife  may 
sue  alone  if  it  concerns  her  separate  estate,  or  her  husband 
may  join  with  her  in  such  action. 

There  is  no  statutory  limitation  as  to  the  kind  of  actions 
that  may  be  maintained  by  the  wife  when  they  concern  her 
separate  property,  or  are  against  her  husband.  Thus,  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  sue  alone  on  a  promissory  note  forming  a  part 
of  her  separate  estate,^  although  such  note  was  given  to  her 

In  regard  to  the  liability  of  her  separate  property;  but  the  new 
Cod«,  passed  June  2,  1876v  has  the  following  provision,  section  450: 
**Iii  an  action  or  special  proceeding,  a  married  woman  appears, 
proseeiites,  or  defends,  alone  or  Joined  with  other  parties,  as  if 
■be  was  singla"  Minnesota,  Kansas,  and  Nebraska  have  provisions 
similar  to  those  of  New  York  and  Iowa. 

'^Pomeroy's  Remedies,  §  2S7;  and  see  McFadden  v.  Santa  Ana, 
«tc^  Ry  *  Co.,  87  Gal.  465;  Tell  v.  Gibson,  66  id.  247;  Neale  v.  Depot 
By.  Co.,  94  id.  425;  Lamb  v.  Harbaugh,  105  id.  680;  Hawkins  v. 
BaOway  Go.,  3  Wash.  St  602;  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  72. 

s  Palmer  v.  Davis,  28  N.  T.  242;  Newbery  v.  Gariand,  31  Barb. 
121;  Ackley  v.  Tarboz,  31  N.  T.  504;  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  Gal. 
W;  Kays  v.  Phelan,  19  id.  128;  Galderwood  v.  Pyser,  31  id.  333; 
Oorcoran  v.  DoU,  32  id.  90;  Spargur  v.  Heard,  90  id.  221.  In 
Oftlderwood  v.  Pyser,  supra*  it  was  held,  "that  an  action  which 
concerned  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  in  which  the  hus- 
IWDd  and  wife  joined,  did  not  abate  in  consequence  of  a  divorce; 
tbe  parties  survived  the  divorce,  and  the  cause  of  action  survived. 
The  hnsband  was  Joined,  not  because  he  owned  the  property,  but 
because  of  his  relation  to  the  other  plaintifT.  His  relation  ceased  by 
the  divorce,  bat  the  right  of  acticMi  continued  in  the  wife,  where  it 
was  before.  But  supportng  the  interest  in  the  action  terminated  as 
to  the  husband  upoo  the  entry  of  the  Judgment  for  divorce,  there 
was  still  the  same  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  wife,  the  real 
party  in  interest,  which  she  was  entitled  to  prosecute  in  her  own 
Bame,  without  Joining  a  person  whom  she  afterwards  married,  and 
the  most  that  could  be  said  was  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of 
parties  plaintiff  from  that  time  forward;  and  that  objection,  not 
having  been  taken  either  by  demurrer  or  answer,  was  waived." 

>  Oorcoran  t.  Doll,  32  Gal.  82;  Smart  v.  Gomstock,  24  Barb.  411* 
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by  her  husband  before  marriage^  and  be  is  the  party  sought 
to  be  held  liable  in  the  action.*®  Nor  is  it  necessary,  under 
this  section,  for  the  wife  to  sue  by  a  prochein  ami,^^  In  New 
York  a  married  woman,  it  seems,  can  not  sue  her  husband  for 
assault  and  battery;*^  nor  for  libel  or  slander;***  nor  in  eject- 
ment.** But  she  may  sue  him  for  alimony,  without  bringing 
an  action  for  divorce.**  In  California,  the  possession  of  either 
of  the  spouses  as  to  the  community  property  is  the  possession 
of  the  other,  and  neither  can  sue  the  other  for  the  conYersion 
thereof.**  The  provision  of  the  section  authorizing  the  wife 
to  be  sued  alone  when  living  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband,  has  no  application  to  a  mere  temporary  absence  of 
the  wife  from  her  husband.  There  must  have  been  an  aban- 
donment on  the  part  of  the  husband  or  wife,  or  a  separation 
which  was  intended  to  be  final.*^  In  some  jurisdictions  a  mar- 
ried woman  can  maintain  an  action  alone  for  an  injury  to  her 
.person,  and  the  husband  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  such 
action.**  A  married  woman  may  maintain  an  action  in  her 
own  name  without  joining  her  husband  to  recover  possession 
of  the  homestead  property.*®  And  she  may  sue  alone  to  re- 
cover money  loaned  by  her  which  is  her  separate  property.*^ 
So,  if  a  wife  deserts  her  husband,  but  before  the  expiration 
of  the  statutory  period  required,  to  make  the  desertion  a  cause 
of  divorce,  oflFers  in  good  faith  to  return  and  resume  the  per- 
formance of  her  marital  duties,  and  he  refuses  to  receive  her, 

80  Wilson  V.  Wilson,  36  Oal.  447:  95  Am.  Dec.  194. 

81  Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Gal.  312. 

92  Longendyke  v.  Longendyke,  44  Barb.  366. 

88  Freethy  v.  Preethy.  42  Barb.  641. 

84  Gould  V.  Gould,  29  How.  Pr.  441.  But  it  is  now  held  she  may 
sue  her  husband  in  ejectment  to  recover  the  posseasion  of  her 
separate  real  estate.  Wood  v.  Wood,  83  N.  Y.  575;  also,  Orater  v. 
Crater.  118  Ind.  521:  10  Am.  St.  Hep.  161;  Gibson  v.  Herrfott,  45 
Ark.  85,  96. 

8R  Galland  v.  GaUand,  88  Gal.  265. 

86  Sohuler  v.  Savings  &  Loan  Soc,  64  Cal.  397. 

87  Tobin  V.  Galvln,  49  Ool.  36. 

88  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116  N.  Y.  584;  City  of  Portland  ▼.  Taylor. 
125  Ind.  522;  Weetlake  v.  Westlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621;  32  Am.  Rep. 
897.  So  In  Kansas.  Mehrhoff  v.  Mehrhoff,  26  Fed.  Bep.  18.  Un- 
der the  Alabama  statutes  (Code,  |  2347),  the  wife  must  sue  alone 
for  all  injuries  to  her  person.    Barker  v.  Railway  06.,  92  Ala.  314. 

8©  Mauldin  v.  Cox,  67  Cal.  387. 
40  Evans  v.  De  Lay,  81  Cal.  103. 
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ftuch  Tefiu»al  amounts  to  desertion  on  his  part^  and  she  can 
in  California  sue  alone  to  recoyer  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries.^' The  husband  is  held  to  be  the  proper  plaintiff  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  his  wife's  labor^  in  the 
absence  of  an  agreement  between  them  making  such  proceeds 
her  separate  property.** 

I  15&  For  injuries  to  minor  child  or  aenrant.  Both  at  the 
common  law  and  under  the  Code,  the  master  may  recover 
damages  for  injuries  to  his  servant  or  minor  child.  The  gist 
of  the  cause  of  action  is  the  loss  of  the  service  of  the  servant 
or  child.  Under  the  Code  it  is  provided  that  a  ^'  father,  or 
in  case  of  his  death  or  desertion  of  his  family,  the  mother,  may 
maintain  an  action  for  the  death  or  injury  of  a  minor  child^ 
and  a  guardian  for  the  death  or  injury  of  his  ward,  when  such 
death  or  injury  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of 
another.  Such  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  person 
causing  the  injury  or  death,  or  if  such  person  be  employed 
by  another  person,  who  is  responsible  for  his  conduct,  also 
against  such  other  person."**  Under  this  section  the  minor  may 
sue  by  his  guardian  and  recover  for  the  injuries  he  has  sus- 
tained; or  the  parent  may  sue  and  recover  for  the  damages 
sustained  by  him.  If  the  minor  sue,  he  can  not  recover  for 
the  special  damages  sustained  by  the  parent;  and  the  parent 
may  bring  and  sustain  his  action  for  such  special  damages, 
notwithstanding  the  recovery  by  the  child.  If  the  child  do 
not  sue,  the  parent  can  not,  in  the  same  action,  recover  his 
special  damages,  and  also  the  damages  which  the  child  might 
recover,  if  he  brought  suit  by  his  guardian,  the  action,  when 
brought  by  the  parent,  being  one  of  that  class  which  is  per- 
mitted to  be  brought  without  joining  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  it  is  brought,  and  unless  the  action,  when  brought  by 
the  parent,  is  to  be  regarded  as  for  the  benefit  of  the  minor, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  obstacle  in  recovering  in  an  action 
brought  by  the  child.  In  actions  for  injuries  resulting  in 
death,  the  measure  of  damages  is  left  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  jury.  Under  the  Colorado  statute  (Gen.  Laws,  1877, 
p.  343),  if  the  deceased  be  a  minor,  the  father  and  mother 

«  Andrews  v.  Runyon.  65  Cal.  629. 
«SMo8^e.v  V.  Hency.  66  Cal.  478. 

*»Oal.  Code  C?lv.  Pro.,  i  376;  see  Munro  v.  Dredging  CJo.,  84  OaL 
515:  18  Am.  St  Rep.  248. 


§  157  OEITEBAL  PBXETCIPLES.  120 

may  join  in  the  suit  and  each  shall  have  an  equal  interest  in 
the  judgment.  But  the  joining  of  the  father  and  mother  is 
permissive,  not  imperative,  and  either  may  sue  alone.^  Under 
the  California  statute  (Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  377),  an  action  for  an 
injury  resulting  in  death  can  he  brought  by  either  the  heirs 
or  the  personal  representative,  but  separate  actions  can  not  be 
brought  or  maintained  by  both,  and  a  former  recovery  by  an 
executor  may  be  pleaded  and  proved  in  bar  to  an  action  sub- 
sequently brought  by  the  heirs  of  one  killed  through  the  negIi-» 
gence  of  the  defendant.^ 

§  167.  For  seduction.  The  Codes  have  made  great  changes 
in  some  of  the  states  in  the  rules  of  the  common  law  in  regard 
to  the  liabilities  for  seduction.  Section  374  of  the  California 
Code  provides  that  "an  unmarried  female  may  prosecute,  as 
plaintiff,  an  action  for  her  own  seduction,  and  may  recover 
therein  such  damages,  pec\miary  and  exemplary,  as  are  assessed 
in  her  favor." ^  Section  375  provides  that  "a  father,  or  in 
case  of  his  death  or  desertion  of  his  family,  the  mother,  may 
prosecute  as  plaintiff  for  the  seduction  of  the  daughter,  and 
the  guardian  for  the  seduction  of  the  ward,  though  the  daughter 
or  ward  be  not  living  with  or  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  the  seduction  or  afterwards,  and  there  be  no 
loss  of  service."  Neither  of  these  sections  imposes  any  re- 
strictions upon  the  right  to  maintain  the  action.  The  un- 
married female,  whatever  her  age,  whether  living  with  her 
father  or  guardian,  or  not,  may  maintain  the  action.  Nor 
does  the  right  of  the  father  or  guardian  depend  upon  the 
question  whether  the  female  is  living  with  or  in  the  service 
of  the  father  or  guardian.  Some  questions  as  to  the  measure 
of  damages,  and  the  right  to  maintain  several  actions  for  the 
same  seduction,  arise  which  are  not  free  from  difficulties.  If 
the  female  who  has  been  seduced  be  at  the  time  a  minor,  and 
living  with  her  father,  the  loss  of  service  accrues  to  him. 
Can  she  recover  for  that?  May  she  maintain  the  action  and 
recover  all  other  damages,  and  her  father  maintain  a  separate 
action  and  recover  for  the  loss  of  services?    If  so,  can  he 

44  Pierce  v.  Oonners,  20  Col.  178. 

4B  Hartlgan  y.  Boutbern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  86  Gal.  142. 

46 As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "seduction**  as  used  in  this 
section  of  the  Oode,  see  Marshall  v.  Taylor,  98  Oal.  65;  85  Am.  St 
Bep.  144. 
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recoTer  anything  more  unless  he  has  incurred  expenses  directly 
caused  by  the  seduction?  If  the  seduction  occurs  after  she 
has  attained  her  majority,  can  the  farther  maintain  any  auction 
therefor?  If  he  can,  does  the  recovery  go  for  his  bene&t,  or 
only  for  the  daughter's?  Would  a  recovery  by  him  bar  an 
action  brought  by  the  daughter?  Or  a  recovery  by  the  daugh- 
ter bar  an  action  brought  by  the  father?  Section  3339  of  the 
Civil  Code  declares,  ^^the  damages  for  seduction  rest  in  the 
fiound  discretion  of  the  jury."  Section  49  of  the  Civil  Code 
provides,  ^Hhe  rights  of  personal  relation  forbid:  3.  The  se- 
duction of  a  wife,  daughter,  orphan  sister,  or  servant."  The 
role  in  relation  to  actions  for  torts  is,  that  '^  the  person  who 
rastains  an  injury  is  the  person  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
inJDiy  against  the  wrongdoer.*'  *'' 

Under  the  Penal  Code  of  California  seduction  is  a  felony. 
At  common  law  no  action  could  be  sustained  for  damages  in 
cases  where  the  wrong  amounted  to  a  felony.  These  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  however,  give  the  right 
to  maintain  the  action,  but  whether  the  common-law  rule  that 
an  action  based  upon  a  tort  can  not  be  maintained  by  any 
one  who  has  not  suffered  legal  damages,  is  changed  by  these 
provisions,  is  not  free  from  difficulty. 

It  is  true  that  formerly  the  woman  who  was  seduced  could 
not  maintain  the  action,  having  (on  the  ground  volenti  non  fit 
injuria)  suffered  no  legal  wrong;  and  the  person  who  can  bring  an 
action  is  the  parent  or  master,  who  sues,  in  theory,  at  least,  for 
the  wrong  to  him,  viz.:  the  loss  of  service.  The  action,  therefore, 
conld  be  brought  by  any  one  who  stood  in  the  relation  of  master 
to  the  woman  seduced,  whether  he  were  merely  the  master,  or 
the  parent,  brother,  or  other  near  relative  of  the  woman.  Nor 
was  it  any  objection  that  the  woman  was  of  age  at  the  time  of  the 
aednction;  and  it  has  been  held,  in  a  case  where  she  lived  with 
her  father  and  acted  as  his  servant,  no  objection  to  the  action 
thai  she  was  a  married  woman.^  But  service  of  some  sort  was 
hdd  to  be  absolutely  essential  Where,  therefore,  the  daughter 
living  independently,  and  supporting  herself  and  the  family. 


ff  Dfcey  CD  Parties,  880. 

« Harper  v.  Luffkin,  7  B.  ft  C.  887.  Under  the  Iowa  Oode  (§  2566). 
ito  action  can  be  maintained  by  a  parent  for  the  seduction  of  an 
adQH  child.    Dodd  v.  Focht,  72  Iowa,  579. 
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neither  the  parent  nor  any  one  else  could  maintain  an  action  for 
her  fleduction.*' 

Under  section  375  of  the  California  Code^  it  is  plain  that  the 
'^  service/'  which  was  formerly  essential,  is  dispensed  with  as  a 
foundation  of  the  right  of  the  parent  to  sue;  and  we  may,  there- 
fore, conclude  that  the  parent  has  the  right  now,  independently 
of  any  loss  of  services,  to  recover  to  the  same  extent  as  formerly. 
If  this  be  true,  it  would  follow  that  a  recovery  by  the  parent 
would  be  a  bar  to  an  action  brought  by  the  daughter;  and  that 
a  recovery  by  the  daughter  would  be  a  bar  to  an  action  brought 
by  the  parent  for  more  than  special  damages  (if  any  were  sus- 
tained) which  from  their  nature  could  not  have  been  included  in 
the  former  recovery.  Section  34  of  the  Oregon  Code  is  identical 
with  section  375  of  the  California  Code,  but  section  35  of  the 
Oregon  Code  restricts  the  right  of  an  unmarried  female  to  sue 
for  her  own  seduction  to  those  over  twenty-one  years  of  age; 
and  further  provides  that  the  prosecution  of  an  action  to  judg- 
ment by  the  father,  mother,  or  guardian,  as  prescribed  in.  sec- 
tion 34,  shall  be  a  bar  to  an  action  by  such  unmarried  female. 
Under  section  450  of  the  New  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a 
wife  may  maintain  an  action  in  her  own  name  and  for  her  own 
l>enefit,  without  joining  her  husband  as  a  party,  against  one 
who  has  enticed  him  from  her,  alienated  his  affection,  and  de- 
prived her  of  his  society.*^ 

4»  Manly  v.  Field,  29  L.  J.,  79  O.  P.,  7  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  96.  It  haa 
been  held  that  a  father  may  recover  for  the  loss  of  service  of  his 
infant  daughter  caused  by  her  being  gotten  with  an  illegitimate 
child,  although  she  was  not  at  the  time  actually  in  his  service, 
provided  he  still  retained  the  legal  right  to  reclaim  such  service. 
I^avery  v.  Crooke,  52  Wis.  (512:  38  Am.  Rep.  768;  and  see  Lawyer  v. 
Fritcher,  130  N.  Y.  239;  Simpson  v.  Grayson,  54  Ark.  404;  26  Am. 
St.  Rep.  52.  So,  an  imbecile  daughter  over  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  minor,  for  the  loss  of  whose  services 
by  reason  of  seduction  the  father  may  reoover,  so  long  as  she  re- 
mains at  his  home  or  under  his  control.  Hahn  v.  Oooper,  84  Wis. 
629. 

w)  Bennett  v.  Bennett.  116  N.  Y.  584.  So,  in  Ohio.  Westlake  v. 
We$tlake,  34  Ohio  St  621;  see  §  1883,  n.,  t>ost, 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

BSFINDANTB  IK  ACTIONS  ABISINO  FBOM  CONTRACTS,  T0BT8  AND 

IN  EQUITABLE  ACTIONS. 

i  158.  At  the  common  law,  all  persons  who  were  Jointly 
liable  on  the  same  contract  or  obligation  must  be  joined  in  an 
action  thereon.  In  determining  whether  such  liability  was 
joint,  the  rule  was  that  "  several  persons  contracting  together 
with  the  same  party  for  one  and  the  same  act  shall  be  regarded  as 
jointly,  and  not  individually  or  separately,  liable,  in  the  absence 
of  any  express  words  to  show  that  a  distinct  as  well  as  entire 
liabihty  was  intended  to  fasten  on  the  promisors."^  This  com- 
mon-law rule  has  been  changed  in  most  if  not  in  all  of  the 
states  which  have  adopted  Codes  of  Procedure.  In  California,  the 
Civil  Code  provides  that  "  when  all  the  parties  who  unite  in  a 
promise  receive  some  benefit  from  the  consideration,  whether 
past  or  present,  their  promise  is  presumed  to  be  joint  and 
several."^  In  regard  to  the  joinder  of  such  parties  the  Code 
provides  that  any  person  may  he  made  a  defendant  who  has 
or  claims  an  interest  in  the  controversy  adverse  to  the  plaintiff, 
or  who  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  complete  determination  or  set- 
tlement of  the  question  involved  therein.  And  in  an  a<?tion  to 
determine  the  title  or  right  of  possession  to  real  property  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  is  in  the  pos- 
session of  a  tenant,  the  landlord  may  be  joined  as  a  party  de- 
fendant/'® and  "of  the  parties  to  the  action,  those  who  are 
united  in  interest  must  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants; 
hnt  if  the  consent  of  any  one  who  should  have  joined  as  plain- 
tiff can  not  be  obtained,  he  may  be  made  a  defendant;"*  and 

» 1  Chit.  PI.  41. 

2  Civil  Code.  $  1660. 

»Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  379;  1  Van  Santv.  PI.  Bq.  Pr.  74;  N.  Y. 
Code,  1877.  §  447;  1  Van  Santv.  PI.  119;  Nash's  Ohio  PL,  §  36;  Laws 
of  Iowa,  I  2762;  Oregon.  §  40;  Idaho,  5  13;  Nevada,  $  13;  Arizona, 
113. 

<Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  S  382.  Similar  provisions  are  found  In  the 
Codes  of  other  states.  When  each  of  the  defendants  Is  alleged  to 
Uve  been  in  some  way  connected  with  the  transaction  complained 
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persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or  instniinent, 
including  the  parties  to  bills  of  exchange  and  pronussory  notes, 
and  sureties  on  the  same  or  separate  instruments^  may  all  or 
any  of  them  be  included  in  the  same  action^  at  the  option  of 
the  plaintiff/' 

%  159.  Annulling  pat«nt  to  land.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a 
patent  to  land^  the  patentee  is  a  necessary  party  defendant.  His 
rights  can  not  be  determined  or  impaired  in  any  side  suit  be- 
tween  third  parties.^ 

S  160.  Actions  against  assessors.     In    Massachusetts,   ttoiieo 
sors  are  jointly,  as  well  as  severally,  liable  for  illegally  asHeflring 
and  collecting  a  tax.^ 

S  161.  For  breach  of  contract.  All  persons  materially  inter- 
ested in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  should  be  made  parties, 
either  plaintiff  or  defendant.'^  But  in  an  action  for  damages 
for  breach  of  contract,  only  the  parties  to  the  contract  should 
be  joined  as  defendants.^  Ajid  in  a  suit  to  enforce  a  covenant 
not  to  carry  on  a  certain  trade,  the  original  covenantor  is  not 
a  proper  party  if  he  has  parted  with  all  interest  and  is  not  in 
fault.*  It  is  held  in  Massachusetts  that  heirs  are  jointly  charge- 
able, as  assigns  on  a  covenant  of  their  ancestor  which  runs 
with  the  land  that  descends  to  them.^^  So,  with  guardians 
severally  appointed  for  different  heirs.^^  In  New  York,  per- 
sons severely  liable  should  not  be  joined  in  the  same  action 
as  defoidants.^ 

f  162.  Actions  against  exeeators  and  adminlstniftors.  In  Gali- 
f  omia  the  executor  and  administrator  of  a  decedent  is  entitled 

.of,  and  complete  Justice  can  not  be  done  in  the  absence  of  tfther 
of  them,  there  is  no  improper  Joinder  of  parties.  Wickersham  ▼. 
Orittenden,  9B  Oal.  17. 

0  Boggs  V.  Merced  Mining  Oo.,  14  Gal.  279;  approvsd  in  Tonnt  v. 
Howell,  14  id.  469;  Pioche  v.  Paul,  22  id.  111. 

eWithington  v.  Bveleth,  7  Pick.  106. 

7  Burton  v.  Lies,  21  Cal.  87;  affirmed  in  Oarpentler  ▼.  Williamson^ 
25  id.  161;  Wilson  v.  Oastro,  81  id.  420. 

s  Barber  v.  OiazaliSy  80  Oal.  92. 

•  Clements  v.  W^es,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  200. 

10  Morse  v.  Aldrich,  1  Met  544. 

11  Donohue  v.  Emery,  9  Met  68. 

IS  Le  Roy  v.  Shaw,  2  Duer,  626;  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  IL  D.  Smith,. 
879;  £^>Mcer  v.  Wheelock,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  829. 
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to  the  possession  of  the  entire  estate  of  the  deceased,  both  real 
and  personal.  The  Code  provides  that  "  actions  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  property,  real  or  personal,  or  for  the  possession 
thereof,  or  to  quiet  title  thereto,  or  to  determine  any  adverse 
claim  thereon,  and  all  actions  founded  upon  contracts  may  be 
maintained  by  and  against  executors  and  administrators  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  same  might  have  been  maintained  by  or 
against  their  respective  testators  or  intestates."^*  "Any  per- 
son, or  his  personal  representatives,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  executor  or  administrator  of  any  testator  or  in- 
testate who  in  his  lifetime  has  wasted,  destroyed,  taken,  or 
carried  away,  or  converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  or  chattels 
of  any  such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate 
of  such  person."  ^*  And  "  in  actions  for  or  against  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  it  is  not  necessary  to  join  those  as 
parties  to  whom  letters  were  issued,  but  who  have  not  quali- 
fied."^* The  Code  also  contains  minute  provisions  requiring 
a  creditor  of  a  deceased  to  present  his  claim  against  the  estate 
to  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased  for  allowance 
before  he  can  maintain  an  action  thereon.^®  In  construing 
these  provisions  of  the  Code,  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that 
the  general  right  to  sue  an  executor  or  administrator  was  taken 
away  by  statute,  except  in  cases  where  the  creditor's  claim 
has  been  properly  presented  and  rejected.*''  If  an  executor 
lias  come  into  possession  of  the  trust  fund  or  its  substitute, 
60  that  the  same  can  be  identified,  he  can  be  held  to  account 
and  charged  as  trustee,  upon  the  same  terms  as  his  testator 
held  the  trust,  and  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust 
is  added  to  that  of  executor.*^  In  suit  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  testator's  contract  for  sale  of  lands,  the  executor  of  de- 
ceased should  join  as  plaintiff.*®  In  an  action  for  specific  per- 
formance against  heirs  on  their  ancestor's  contract,  where 
^iamages  are  demanded   in   the   alternative,  the  executors   or 

• 

"  Cal.  Code  C?iv.  Pro.,  §  1582. 

"  Id.,  $  1584. 

wid.,  I  1587. 

^^See  this  subject  discussed  under  Forms  of  Complaints;  Actions 
bT  Executors  and  Administrators. 

"Elllsen  V.  Halle<»k,  6  Cal.  393;  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  Id.  559; 
Eustace  v.  Jahns,  38  id.  3. 

J^Lathrop  v.  Bainpton,  31  Cal.  17:  89  Am.  Dec.  141;  Fox  v.  Tay, 
89  Cal.  339;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  474. 

« Adams  v.  Green,  34  Barb.  176;  see  Cal.  Code  Clv.  Pro.,  §  1582. 
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administrators  should  be  made  parties^  or  no  judgment  can  be 
taken  for  such  damages.^  In  Nevada  a  joint  action  can  not 
be  maintained  against  the  survivor  and  the  administrator  of  a 
deceased  maker  of  a  promissory  note;*^  and  the  same  would 
seem  to  be  the  rule  in  California.  The  reason  assigned  for  thia 
rule  is  that  the  judgment  against  the  survivor  would  have  to  be 
de  bonis  propriis,  and  against  the  executor  or  administrator 
de  bonis  testatoris.^ 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  no  action  will  lie  against  an 
executor  or  administrator  to  which  his  testator  or  intestate  was 
not  liable.^  The  estate,  represented  by  a  person  upon  whom 
the  duty  of  keeping  the  premises  in  repair  is  cast,  is  no  more 
liable  for  his  neglect  of  that  personal  duty  than  it  would  be  for 
a  fine  which  might  be  imposed  upon  him  by  a  criminal  court 
for  an  assault  and  battery  committed  by  him  while  in  possession 
of  such  estate.^  In  actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  mortgagor,  his  heirs  are  not 
necessary  parties.* 

§  163.  Foreclosure  of  mortg^ages  and  mechanics'  liens.  In 
actions  to  foreclose  mortgages,  all  parties  who  own  or  have  an 
estate  in  the  land  to  be  sold  under \he  decree,  and  those  who, 
either  originally  or  by  assignment,  are  liable  on  the  mortgage 
debt,  are  necessary  parties.  It  is  proper,  however,  to  join  as 
defendants  all  persons  materially  interested  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  controversy.**    Thus  the  owner  of  the  equity  of 

20  Massie's  Heirs  v.  Donaldson,  8  Ohio,  377. 

21  Maples  V.  Geller,  1  Nev.  233. 

22  Bank  of  Stockton  v.  Rowland,  42  Cal.  129;  Mattison  v.  Ohilds. 
5  Col.  78. 

28  2  Williams  an  Executors,  p.  1478;  Eustace  v.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  3. 

24Craton  v.  Wenslj?er,  2  Tex.  202;  Able  v.  Chandler.  12  Id.  92; 
Eustace  v.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  3. 

25  Bailey  v.  Muehe,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  125.  263;  3  Id.  195,  An 
action  Instituted  by  a  party  on  on^e  side  for  Individual  rifchts,  af^ainst 
herself  as  administratrix  of  her  husband^s  estate,  is  irreinilar,  and 
should  not  be  upheld.    Norton  v.  Walsh,  94  Cal.  564. 

26Lunlng  V.  Brady,  10  Cal.  265;  Montgomery  v.  Tutt,  11  id.  307; 
Tyler  v.  Yreka  Water  Co..  14  Id.  212;  De  Ijean  v.  HIguera,  15  Id. 
483;  Goodenow  v.  Ewer,  16  id.  461;  76  Am.  Deo.  540;  McDermott 
v.  Burke,  16  Cal.  580;  Burton  v.  Lies,  21  id.  S7;  Horn  v.  Jones.  28 
id.  194;  Anthony  v.  Nye,  30  id.  401;  Carpenter  t.  Brenham,  40  Id. 
221;  Brainard  v.  Oooper,  10  N.  Y.  356;  Peck  v.  Mallams.  id.  509; 
Walsh  V.  Rutgers  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  IS  Abb.  Pr.  33;  Case  v.  Price,  17 
How.  Pr.  348;  9  Abb.  Pr.  111. 
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redemption  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  foreclosure  suit.*'  And 
the  same  is  true  of  the  grantee  of  the  mortgagor.^  But  where 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  is  assumed  by  the  grantee^ 
as  between  himself  and  the  mortgagor,  although  the  grantee  is 
a  necessary  party,  the  grantor  is  not.^  In  New  York  and  other 
states  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor,  or  of  the  subsequent  grantee, 
is  a  necessary  party,  in  order  to  cut  oflf  her  equity  of  redemp- 
tion.** An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  mortgagor  is  a  neces- 
sary party,  and  if  not  joined  may  sue  to  redeem.^^  But  an 
assignment  in  bankruptcy  pending  suit  does  not  make  the  as- 
signee a  necessary  party  .^ 

If  a  mortgage  is  assigned  as  a  security,  the  assignor  is  a  neces- 
sary party.®  So  the  assignor  of  a  mortgage  who  guarantee:^ 
its  payment.**  Otherwise  if  there  is  no  express  covenant  to  pay, 
though  it  forms  part  of  the  purchase  money .^ 

In  a  foreclosure  of  mortgage  given  by  trustees  the  cestuis  que 
trust  are  necessary  parties.**     When  an  action  is  brought  to 

27  Reed  V.  Marble,  10  Paige,  409;  Dexter  v.  Arnold,  1  Sumn.  109; 
Oordcm  v.  Lewls^  2  id.  143;  Grlswold  v.  Fowler,  6  Abb.  Pr.  120; 
New  York  Ldfe  Ins.  &  Trust  Oo.  v.  Bailey,  3  Edw.  Ch.  417;  Cooke 
T.  O'Hlggins,  14  How.  Pr.  154;  see  Bank  of  Orleans  v.  Flagg,  3 
Barb.  Ch.  316;  Case  v.  Price,  9  Abb.  Pr.  113;  Landon  v.  Townshend, 
112  N.  Y.  98;  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  712;  Watts  v.  Julian,  122  Ind.  124; 
Carpenter  ▼.  Ingalls,  3  S.  Dak.  49. 

» Skinner  ▼.  Bnck,  29  Cal.  253;  Heyman  y.  Lowell,  23  id.  106; 
Morrow  v.  Morrow,  48  T6x.  304. 

»Drury  v.  dark,  16  How.  Pr.  424;  Van  Nest  v.  Latson,  19  Barb. 
604;  Stebbins  y.  Hall,  29  id.  524;  McArthur  v.  Franklin,  15  Ohio 
81485. 

M  Denton  v.  Nanny.  8  Barb.  618;  Dexter  v.  Arnold,  1  Sumn.  109; 
Gordcm  ▼.  Lewis,  2  id.  143;  Wheeler  v.  Morris,  2  Bosw.  524;  Vartie 
T.  Undwwood.  18  Barb.  561;  MiUs  v.  Van  Voorhies,  20  N.  Y.  412; 
Blydenbnrg  v.  Northrop,  13  How.  Pr.  289;  Brownson  v.  Gifford,  8 
M.  389;  Pfnckney  v.  Wallace,  1  Abb.  Pr.  82;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  11 
Barb.  152;  Union  Bank  y.  Bell,  14  Ohio  St.  200.  The  wife  is  a 
oecesaary  party  defendant  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
on  the  homestead,  executed  by  the  husband.  Mabury  v.  Ruiz.  58 
Cti  11. 

«  Winalow  V.  Clark,  47  N.  Y.  261. 

ociereland  t.  Boerum,  24  N.  Y.  613;  Daly  t.  Burchell,  18  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Sw)  264. 

M  Kittle  V.  Van  Dyck,  1  Sandf .  Ch.  76. 

M  Bristol  T.  Morgan,  3  Edw.  Ch.  142. 

"Lockwood  T.  Benedict,  3  Edw.  Oh.  472. 

M  Piatt  T.  Oliver,  2  McLean,  S.  Ct.  267;  Woolner  t.  Wilson,  5  111. 
App.  439. 
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f  orecloee  a  mortgage  securing  the  payment  of  a  promisaory  note^ 
the  maker  and  indorser  of  the  note  may  be  joined  as  defend- 
ants.'^ A  writ  of  entry  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  may  be  main- 
tained against  a  tenant  in  possession.^  Where  infants  having 
an  equitable  vested  remainder  in  fee,  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
their  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the  equitable  tenant  for  Ufe,  were 
not  made  parties,  they  are  not  bound  by  the  decree.**  And 
where  there  are  several  future  and  contingent  interests,  the 
person  who  has  the  first  vested  estate  of  inheritance  and  all 
other  persons  having  prior  rights  or  interests  in  the  premises 
must  be  made  parties;  though  every  person  having  a  future  or 
contingent  interest  is  not  a  necessary  party.**^  In  such  suit, 
where  the  defendant  dies  after  the  commencement  of  suit,  the 
administrator  becomes  a  necessary  party  in  a  petition  for  de- 
cree of  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  if  it  is  sought  to  have  a 
judgment  over  against  the  estate  for  any  deficiency.*^ 

In  general,  all  incumbrancers  prior  and  subsequent  are  proper 
parties  defendant,  and  should  be  joined  if  it  is  desired  to  secure 
a  judgment  binding  them.*^  But  an  incumbrancer  who  be- 
comes such  pending  suit  is  not  entitled  to  redeem,  and,  there- 
fore, need  not  be  made  a  party .*** 

But  in  California,  no  person  holding  a  conveyance  from  or 
under  the  mortgagor  of  the  property  mortgaged,  or  having  a 
lien  thereon,  which  conveyance  or  lien  does  not  appear  of  rec- 
ord in  the  proper  office  at  the  time  of-  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  need  be  made  a  party  to  such  action;  and  the  judg- 
ment therein  rendered  and  the  proceedings  therein  had  are  as 
conclusive  against  the  party  holding  such  unrecorded  convey- 
ance or  lien  as  if  he  had  been  made  a  party  to  the  action.** 
Suits  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's  lien  are  in  many  re- 

37  Eastman  v.  Turman,  24  Cal.  382. 
3S  Fales  V.  Gibbs,  5  Mason  C.  C.  462. 
3»  WiUiamson  v.  Field,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  533. 

40  Nodine  v.  Greenfield,  7  Taijxe  Ch.  544;  34  Am.  Dec.  363. 

41  Belloc  V.  Rogers,  9  Cal.  123;  see  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  Id.  24;  81 
Am.  Deo.  140. 

42  FUney  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  11  Wheat.  S.  Ct.  304:  Matcalm 
V.  Smith,  6  McLean  S.  Ct.  416;  Ens  worth  v.  Lambert.  4  Johns.  Ch. 
605:  Haines  v.  Beach,  3  id.  461. 

43  Cook  V.  Mancins,  5  Johns.  Ch.  80:  Loomis  v.  Stuyvesant,  in 
Paige  Ch.  490;  People's  Bank  v.  Hamilton  Mfg.  Co.,  10  Id.  481;  see 
Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Paine,  11  Ves.  194. 

44  Code  av.  Pro.,  §  726. 
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spects  analogous  to  those  in  ordinary  foreclosure.  All  parties 
necessary  to  enable  the  court  to  do  complete  justice  may  be 
joined.* 

Ordinarily,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  it  is  not 
necessaiy  to  make  prior  mortgagees  or  incumbrancers  parties;^ 
bat  all  subsequent  lienors  by  judgment  must  be  made  parties.^^ 
It  is  held  in  some  of  the  states  that  the  heirs  of  a  deceased 
mortgagor  are  necessary  parties  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
^e.^  But  in  California  the  heirs  are  not  necessary  parties  In 
an  action  against  an  administrator  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.^ 
The  surviying  partner  is  a  proper  party  to  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  made  by  a  deceased  partner  of  his  individual  prop- 
erty to  secure  the  firm  indebtedness,  but  is  not  a  necessary  or 
indispensable  party  thereto.^ 

I  164.  Action  for  fraud.  In  an  action  to  obtain  relief  from 
a  judgment  fraudulently  procured,  the  attomey-at-law  charged 
▼ith  being  a  party  to  the  fraud  should  be  joined  with  the 
client**  So  partners  may  be  jointly  sued  for  fraudulently 
recommending  an  insolvent  person  as  worthy  of  credit.*^*  Or  for 
deceit  in  a  sale,  if  both  knowingly  make  false  representations, 
though  only  one  was  interested  in  the  expected  fruits  of  the 
frand."  So  in  an  action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  as  made 
without  consideration  and  in  fraud  of  creditors,  the  fraudulent 
grantor  is  a  necessary  party  defendant.^ 

^SnUlvan  v.  Decker,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  609;  Lowber  v.  Childs,  2  Id. 
577;  Poster  ▼.  Skidmore,  1  Id.  719;  Kaylor  v.  O'CJonuor,  id.  672.  In 
a  salt  to  fM«clofle  a  lien  by  a  materialman  or  subcontractor,  the 
contractor  or  original  promisorp  against  whom  a  debt  must  be 
established  as  the  foundation  of  a  decree*  is  an  indispensable  party. 
DsTte  T.  Monat  Lumber  Co.,  2  CK>1.  App.  381;  Eatey  v.  Lumber  0>., 
4  Id.  165:  Sayre-Newton  Lumber  Go.  ▼.  Park,  4  id.  482. 

^  White  ▼.  Holman,  32  Ark.  763;  Byans  y.  McLucas,  12  S.  Gar.  66; 
HagQ€  T.  JackBCHi,  71  Tex.  761;  Crawford  ▼.  Munford,  29  111.  App. 
445. 

^De  Laahmntt  ▼.  Sellwood,  10  Oreg.  319. 

«PlUow  T.  SenteUa,  39  Ark.  61;  Hill  v.  Townley,  45  Minn.  167; 
Trapier  t.  Waldo,  16  S.  Car.  276;  Kenshaw  v.  Taylor,  7  Oreg.  BVk 

« Bayly  t.  Muehe,  65  Cal.  345. 

^  London,  etc..  Bank  t.  Smith,  101  Oal.  415. 

»  Ohme  T.  Hirachfelder,  17  Cal.  467. 

>>  Patten  y.  Gumey,  17  Mass.  182;  9  Am.  Dec.  141. 

«8ti]ce  y.  White,  11  Met.  356;  45  Am.  Dec.  214. 

M  Gaylorda  y.  Kelshaw,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  81.  A  fraudulent  grantor 
te  a  proper  party  defendant  in  an  action  to  subject  to  a  lien  of  a 
j^C^ment  the  pn^>erty  alleged  to  haye  been  fraudulently  conyeyed* 

Vol.  I— ir 
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I  165.  In  ejectment.  The  general  rule  is  that  ejectment 
can  be  maintained  only  against  the  real  party  in  possession 
although  he  is  not  personally  on  the  premises,  but  inay  be  iu 
possession  through  servants  and  employees.**  A  mere  party,  in 
charge  for  others,  is  not  an  occupant.*^  A  railroad  compauy 
who  have  simply  laid  rails  on  a  public  highway  are  not  occu- 
pants." But  if  the  landlord  be  joined  with  the  tenant  as  de- 
fendant in  an  action  of  ejectment,  judgment,  if  for  the  plaint!  tT, 
must  be  against  both."® 

In  ejectment  against  mining  claims,  it  is  not  necessary  to  in- 
clude as  defendants  those  holding  other  undivided  interests."'^ 
But  a  landlord  may  come  in  and  defend  in  an  action  in  eject- 
ment, where  summons  is  served  on  a  tenant,  by  a  proper  show- 
ing, even  after  a  default  is  taken.  The  statute  should  in  such 
cases  be  construed  so  as  to  dispose  of  actions  of  this  character 
as  nearly  on  their  merits  as  possible,  and  without  unreasonable 
delay,  regarding  mere  technicalities  as  obstacles  to  be  avoided.^ 
A  landlord  may  defend  in  the  name  of  the  tenant,  but  not  in 
his  own  name.**    Persons  renting  different  apartments  in  the 

but  he  is  not  a  necessary  party.  Blaoc  v.  Paymaster  MIn.  Go.,  95 
Cal.  524.  So  in  an  action  by  a  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale,  to 
8et  aside  a  conveyance  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  Jadginent 
debtor  in  fraud  of  creditors  and  purchasers,  and  to  recover  iwsses- 
sion  of  the  property,  the  assignee  in  insolvency  of  the  Judgment 
debtor  is  a  proper  party  defendant    Pflster  v.  Dascey,  65  Cal.  403. 

ssPolack  V.  Mansfield,  44  Cal.  36;  13  Am.  Rep.  151;  see.  also. 
Valentine  v.  Mahoney,  37  Cal.  389,  where  the  question  is  discussed 
as  to  the  applicability  of  section  13  of  the  Practice  Act  (Code  Civ. 
Pro.,  S  379,  flrdt  clause)  to  the  action  of  ejectment. 

M  Hawkins  v.  Reichert,  28  Cal.  534;  People  v.  Ambrecht.  11  Abb. 
Pr.  97.  A  mere  employee  of  a  defendant  in  ejectment,  who  ir*  i>cr- 
mitted  to  reside  upon  the  premises  when  suit  is  commenced,  and 
who  claims  no  rights  in  the  land  as  tenant  or  otherwise,  is  not  a 
necessary  party  defendant.  Shaw  v.  HUl,  83  Mich.  322;  21  Am. 
St.  Rep.  607.  And  where  the  defendant  in  ejectment  has  possession 
and  a  life  estate  in  the  property,  his  heirs  can  not  be  made  parties 
defendant  with  him.  Allen  v.  Ranson,  44  Mo.  263;  100  Am.  Dec. 
282. 

B7  Redfleld  v.  Utica  &  Syracuse  R.  R.  Co.,  25  Barb.  54. 

M  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  379. 

w  Waring  v.  Crow,  11  Oal.  366. 

60  Roland  v.  Kreyenhagen,  18  Cal.  455;  see,  also,  Rled  v.  Calder- 
wood,  22  id.  465;  Barrett  v.  Graham,  19  id.  632;  affirmed  in  Bailey 
v.  Taafe,  29  id.  424. 

«i  Dlmick  V.  Deringer,  32  Cal.  488;  see,  also,  Valentine  v.  Mahoney, 
37  id.  393;  Hussman  v.  Wilke,  50  id.  250;  Gamer  v.  Marshall.  0  id. 
270. 
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Bame  house  may  be  joined  as  defendants.^^  And  the  same  is 
true  of  parties  claiming  title,  accompanied  by  acts  of  owner- 
ship, to  unoccupied  premises.^  And  any  number  may  be  made 
defendants^  subject  to  their  right  to  answer  separately.^ 

1 166.  Harried  woman.  In  California,  where  a  married 
woman  is  a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her,  except: 
1.  When  the  action  concerns  her  separate  property,  or  her  right 
or  claim  to  the  homestead  property,  she  may  sue  alone;  2.  When 
the  action  is  between  herself  and  her  husband,  she  may  sue  or 
be  sued  alone;  3.  When  she  is  living  separate  and  apart  from 
her  husband  by  reason  of  his  desertion  of  her,  or  by  agreement 
in  writing  entered  into  between  them  she  may  sue  or  be  sued 
alone .•  If  a  husband  and  wife  be  sued  together,  the  wife  may 
defend  for  her  own  right,  and  if  the  husband  neglect  to  defend, 
she  may  defend  for  his  right  also.^ 

For  any  fraud  or  deceit  practiced  by  the  defendant,  whether 
the  injury  were  wrought  through  the  form  of  a  contract  or  not, 

aPearce  t.  CMden,  8  Barb.  522. 

o  Gamer  t.  MarshaU,  9  Gal.  268;  Taylor  v.  Crane,  15  How.  Pr. 
36& 

MWlnans  t.  Christy,  4  OW.  TO;  60  Am.  Dec.  5©7;  Bilchie  v.  Dor- 
land,  6  Oal.  33;  BUis  t.  Jeans,  7  id.  417;  Curtis  v.  Sutter,  15  id.  264; 
Marion  t.  Folger,  Id.  276;  Leese  v.  Clark,  28  id.  35;  Fosgate  v. 
Herkimer,  etc..  Hyd.  Co.,  12  Barb.  852;  Apdrews  v.  Oariile,  20  Col. 
370;  Walker  v.  Read,  60  Tex.  187. 

•  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  370, 

«Id.,  f  371;  Laws  of  Iowa,  %  2774;  Idaho,  §  8;  Nerada,  §  29;  Chlo, 
f  29;  N.  Y.  Code,  1877,  f  450.  As  to  what  is  separate  property,  see 
CaL  OiTil  Code,  f§  162,  168.  In  actions  brought  under  sub- 
dirision  second  of  this  section,  the  test  is  simply  to  ascertain  if 
the  Boit  is  between  her  and  her  husband;  and  this  being  found  in 
the  afflrmatlye,  the  necessity  of  introducing  other  parties  can  not 
affect  her  right.  Kashaw  y.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  321.  In  actions  brought 
under  sabdlyision  3,  a  temporary  absence  does  not  come  within  the 
OManlng  of  the  act  There  must  haye  been  an  abandonment  on 
the  part  of  the  husband  or  wife,  or  a  separation  which  was  in- 
tended to  be  final.  Tobin  y.  Galyin,  49  Cal.  36,  37.  The  wife  can 
appear  in  and  defend  an  action  separately  from  her  husband;  she, 
therefore,  poesessee,  as  defendant,  all  the  rights  of  a  feme  sole,  and 
ii  aNe  to  make  as  binding  admissions  in  writing  as  other  parties. 
Alderson  y.  Bell,  9  Cal.  321.  The  statute  confers  only  a  privilege 
which  in  many  Instances  it  may  be  important  for  the  wife  to 
MNrt  for  the  protection  of  her  interests,  and  in  the  exercise  of 
wUch  the  follest  liberty  should  be  accorded  to  her.  Van  Maren 
▼.  Johnson,  15  Oal.  311. 
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affecting  the  common  property,  the  remedy  is  by  the  husband 
alone.^  The  husband  of  a  married  woman  is  properly  joined 
with  her  as  a  party  defendant  in  an  action  upon  a  partnership 
obligation  contracted  by  the  wife  and  third  persons  as  partners 
previous  to  the  marriage  and  while  she  was  a  feme  sok.^  The 
wife  is  an  improper  party  to  a  suit  brought  to  recover  money 
loaned  to  her  to  complete  the  amount  of  purchase  money  for  a 
lot  of  ground^  the  deed  of  which  was  executed  to  her,  but 
which  became  common  property,  and  which  purchase  was  after- 
wards ratified  by  the  husband.  There  could  be  no  personal 
judgment  against  the  wife.^  In  California,  the  wife  may  ap- 
pear in  and  defend  an  action  separately  from  her  husband.''^ 
Where  the  defense  of  the  wife  is  a  special  one,  she  can  defend 
for  her  own  right  as  well  when  sued  jointly  as  if  the  trial  was 
separate J^  To  enable  her  to  defend  in  her  own  right,  she  must 
possess  as  defendant  the  rights  of  a  feme  soleJ^  In  an  action 
pertaining  to  her  property  as  sole  trader  under  the  act  of  1852, 
the  husband  need  not  be  joined.*^ 

The  husband  is  properly  joined  with  the  wife  in  an  action 
upon  an  obligation  contracted  by  the  wife  previous  to  mar- 
riage J^  In  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  and  set  aside  a  fraud- 
ulent conveyance  of  property  by  the  husband  to  the  wife,  the 
wife  was  properly  joined  with  the  husband  as  a  defendant.™ 
And  in  a  foreclosure  of  a  husband's  mortgage  for  the  purchase 
money  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  both  must  be  joined.^    So, 

vr  Barrett  v.  Tewksbury,  18  Oal.  336. 

68  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Gal.  457;  83  Am.  Dec.  78. 

«>  Althof  V.  Ckmheim,  38  Cal.  230;  90  Am.  Dec.  363. 

70  Alderson  v.  Bell,  9  Oal.  315;  approved  in  Leonard  v.  Townsend, 
26  id.  445. 

71  Deuprez  v.  Deuprez,  5  Gal.  387. 

72  Alderson  v.  Bell,  9  Cal.  315;  Leonard  v.  Townsend,  26  id.  445. 
In  South  Dakota,  when  a  married  woman  is  a  party  the  same  nilea 
apply  as  If  she  were  single.    Oode  Oiv.  Pro.,  S  77. 

78  6uttman  v.  Scannell,  7  Gal.  455.  For  other  authorities,  ace 
Dunderdale  v.  Orymes,  16  How.  Pr.  195;  RoulUier  v.  Wemlcki,  3 
E.  D.  Smith,  310;  Avogadro  v.  Bull,  4  id.  385;  Freeman  t.  Orser. 

5  Duer,  477.    And  she  must  be  sued  alone.    McKune  v.  McGarvey, 

6  Gal.  497;  approved  in  Outtman  v.  Soannell,  7  id.  455;  and  Camden 
V.  Mullen,  29  id.  564. 

74  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Gal.  457;  83  Am.  Dec.  78. 
76  Kohner  v.  Ashenauer,  17  Gal.  579. 

7«  MiUs  V.  Van  Voorhies,  20  N.  Y.  412;  10  Abb.  Pr.  IBSt;  Bosher  t. 
Morris,  9  How.  Pr.  26a 
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alfio^  where  the  wife  executes  a  mortgage  with  her  husband J^ 
So,  in  partition  suits,  the  wife  must  be  joined  with  her  husband 
as  defendant.''®  In  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  also,  the  hus- 
band is  properly  joined  in  the  action.*™  So,  also,  where  the 
homestead  is  involved,  the  wife  must  be  joined  as  defendant  in 
certain  cases.®**  For  the  torts  of  the  wife,  committed  out  of 
the  presence  of  the  husband,  the  latter  must  be  joined.®^ 

f  187.  Actions  by  or  against  Infants.  When  an  infant  is 
a  party,  he  must  appear  either  by  his  general  guardian,  or  by  a 
guardian  appointed  by  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  prose- 
cnted,  or  by  a  judge  thereof.  A  guardian  may  be  appointed  in 
any  case,  when  it  is  deemed  by  the  court  in  which  the  action  is 
prosecuted,  or  by  a  judge  thereof,  expedient  to  represent  the 
infant  in  the  action,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  a  general 
guardian,  and  may  have  appeared  by  him.®^  When  the  infant 
is  defendant,  a  guardian  will  be  appointed  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  infant,  if  he  be  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and 
apply  within  ten  days  after  the  service  of  the  summons;  if  he 
be  under  the  age  of  fourteen,  or  neglect  so  to  apply,  then  upon 
the  application  of  any  other  party  to  the  action,  or  of  a  relative 
or  friend  of  the  infant.®*     Where  infant  defendants  have  no 

77  Anthony  v.  Nye.  30  Cal.  401;  Conde  v.  Shepard,  4  How.  Pr.  75; 
Conde  t.  Nelson,  2  Code  IL  58;  see  Fitzgerald  v.  Fernandez,  71  Oal. 
501 

WDe  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  Cal.  320;  87  Am.  Dec.  81;  Ripple  v. 
GinMrn,  8  How.  Pr.  400;  Tanner  v.  Niles,  1  Barb.  563. 

n  See  Howard  v.  Valentine,  20  Cal.  282. 

» Sargent  v.  Wilson,  5  Cal.  504;  approved  in  Moss  v.  Warner,  10 
M.  297;  Revalk  v.  Kraemer,  8  id.  66;  68  Am.  Dec.  304;  Marks  v. 
Ifanh,  9  Cal.  96;  Horn  v.  Volcano  Water  Co.,  13  id.  70;  73  Am. 
D«.  569;  Anthony  v.  Nye,  30  id.  401. 

n  Anderson  v.  Hill,  53  Barb.  238;  Peak  v.  Lemon,  1  Lana  295; 
Talt  V.  CnlbertBon,  57  Barb.  9;  Rowing  v.  Manley,  id.  479;  49  N.  Y. 
192;  10  Am.  Rep.  346;  Brazil  v.  Moran,  8  Minn.  236;  83  Am.  Dec. 
772;  BaU  v.  Bennett,  21  Ind.  427;  83  Am.  Dec.  356;  Turner  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 20  Iowa,  310;  MuBS^man  v.  Galligher,  32  id.  383;  McElfresh 
▼.  Kirkendall,  36  id.  224;  Lnse  v.  Oaks,  id.  562;  Curd  v.  Dodds,  6 
Bash,  681;  CooUdge  v.  Parris,  8  Ohio  St.  594. 

s^Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  f  372.  The  appearance  of  a  general  guar- 
dian la  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of 
hifuit  defendants,  and  the  fact  that  no  grnardian  ad  litem  was  ap- 
pointed for  them  is  immaterial.  Richardson  v.  Loupe,  80  Oal.  499; 
Western  Lumber  Co.  v.  Phillips,  94  Cal.  54. 

ttCaL  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  878;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  I  470;  Hltt'a 
Iaws  of  Oregon,  f  88. 
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separate  or  special  defense^  no  separate  or  special  answer  need 
be  filed  in  their  behalf,  but  joinder  in  a  common  answer  with 
the  other  defendants  is  sufficient.^ 

f  168.  For  infringement  of  patent.  In  selling  an  article 
which  infringes  upon  a  patent,  the  agent  may  be  joined  with 
the  manufacturer  as  a  party  defendant  in  an  action  against 
them  as  trespassers.^ 

I  169.  Injunction.      In  an  action  to  enjoin  the  issuance  of 

bonds  by  fund  commissioners,  it  is  necessary  that  some  of  the 
parties  to  whom  bonds  are  to  be  issued  should  be  parties  de- 
fendant.^ In  a  bill  of  peace  to  restrain  vexatious  litigation, 
although  some  of  the  parties  be  mere  accommodation  grantees, 
they  have  a  right  to  be  heard  at  law  in  their  own  defense.®^ 
Where  one  of  the  defendants  in  a  joint  judgment  sues  to  have 
the  judgment  perpetually  enjoined,  his  codefendants  should  be 
made  parties  to  the  action.®* 

f  170.  Injuries  caueed  by  negligence.  In  an  action  to  re- 
cover for  damage  done  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  breaking  away  of  a  dam  built  by  contractors,  when  the 
employers  exercise  no  supervision,  give  no  directions,  furnish 
no  materials,  and  have  not  accepted  the  work,  the  contractors 
alone  are  liable.®®  After  the  acceptance  of  the  work,  the  owner 
is  also  liable  for  damage  resulting  from  faulty  construction.** 
Common  carriers,  for  loss  of  goods,  may  be  sued  jointly  or 
severally.** 

84  Western  Lumber  Oo.  v.  PhiUips,  94  Cal.  54. 

85  Buck  V.  Cobb,  9  Law  Rep.  545;  see  Bryce  v.  Dorr,  3  McLean, 
582. 

86  HutcbiDSon  V.  Burr,  12  Gal.  108;  affirmed  in  Patterson  v.  Yuba 
Co.,  id.  106. 

87  Knowles  v.  Inches,  12  Cal.  212. 

88  Gates  T.  Lane,  44  Cal.  392. 

89  BoBwel!  V.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469;  66  Am.  Dec.  345;  Du  Pratt  v.  Lick. 
38  Cal.  691;  O'Hale  v.  Sacramento,  48  id.  212;  Railroad  Oo.  y. 
Farver,  111  Ind.  195;  60  Am.  Rep.  696;  Hughes  v.  Railroad  Co..  39 
Ohio  St.  461;  and  see  Baird  v.  Shipman,  132  111.  16;  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
504. 

90  Boswell  V.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469;  68  Am.  Dec.  345;  Panjoy  v.  Sealea. 
29  Cal.  249. 

91  Mclntoah  v.  Bnsign,  28  N.  Y.  169;  Merriclc  v.  Gordon,  20  id.  93. 
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f  171.  Action  for  legacy  charged  on  land.  Purchasers  of  land 
in  unequal  portions,  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  legacy, 
must  be  joined  in  an  action  for  the  legacy .^^ 

i  172.  ActionB  against  partners.  In  California  partners  may 
be  sued  by  their  common  name,  whether  it  comprises  the  names 
of  the  persons  associated  or  not.®®  In  such  case  the  statute 
provides  that  the  judgment  may  run  against  the  joint  and 
individual  property  of  the  partner  served,  and  against  the  joint 
property  of  the  partner  not  served.  The  constitutionality  of 
the  statute,  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  impose  a  liability  upon  the 
person  or  property  of  the  partner  not  served,  has  been  more 
than  doubted.®*  But  a  party  can  only  be  bound  on  a  note 
executed  in  a  firm  name,  who  is  actually  a  member  of  the  firm 
executing  the  same,  or  has  held  himself  out  as  a  member  so  as 
to  give  the  firm  credit  on  his  responsibility.  So,  it  would  seem 
dormant  partners  not  disclosed  need  not  be  joined  as  defend- 
ants." All  partners  are  liable  for  fraudulent  representations  of 
one  made  in  the  course  of  partnership  business.^  So  a  part- 
ner is  liable  to  third  persons  for  injuries  occasioned  by  negli- 
gence, if  committed  in  the  course  of  the  partnership  business.*^ 
In  suit  to  take  an  account  and  dissolve  a  mining  partnership, 
all  those  owning  interests  are  necessary  parties  defendant.*^ 
A  partner  may  be  sued  at  law  by  his  copartner  or  one  who  has 
been  such,  where  the  balance  has  been  ascertained  by  the  act  of 
all  the  partners,  and  agreed  to  as  constituting  such  balance.** 

ttSwasey  v.  Little,  7  Pick.  296. 

wOal.  Cbde  Civ.  Pro..  $  338;  Welch  v.  Klrkpatrick,  30  Oal.  202; 
89  Am.  Dec.  85. 

»«Tay  V.  Hawley.  30  Oal.  93. 

» North  V.  Bloss.  30  N.  Y.  374;  Wood  v.  O'Kelley,  8  Gush.  406; 
Lord  V.  Baldwin.  6  Pick.  352;  see,  also,  New  York  Dry  Dock  Co. 
T.  Tread weU,  19  Wend.  525;  Olarkson  v.  Carter,  3  Cow.  84;  Clark  v. 
Miller.  47  Barb.  628;  Mitchell  v.  Doll.  2  Har.  &  G.  159;  Hurlbut  v. 
Post,  1  Boew.  28;  see  Pitkin  v.  Benfer.  50  Kans.  108;  34  Am.  St. 
Sep.  110;  Hahio  v.  Mayer.  102  Mo.  93;  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  753. 

MGriswold  V.  Haven.  25  N.  Y.  595;  82  Am.  Dec.  380. 

wCbtter  v.  Bettner,  1  Bosw.  490;  Whlttaker  v.  Collins.  34  Minn. 
290;  57  Am.  Rep.  55;  Hess  v.  Lowry.  122  Ind.  225;  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
355. 

»  Settembre  v.  Putnam,  30  Cal.  490. 

»Ro«B  V.  Oomell,  45  Oal.  133;  Hoff  v.  Rogers,  67  Miss.  208;  19 
Am.  8t  Rep.  301;  Newby  v.  Harrell.  99  N.  C.  149;  6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
503.    As  to  partnerships,  general  and  special,  the  powers  and  au- 
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S  173.  Actioiui  agaizuit  principal  and  agent.  A  piincipal^ 
though  himself  innocent^  is  liable  for  fraud  or  misconduct  of 
the  agent  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.^^  But  not 
in  matters  beyond  that  scope.^*^^  And  where  the  principal  is 
known^  he  alone  is  liable.^^^  But  an  agent  may  render  him- 
self personally  liable  by  not  disclosing  the  name  of  his  princi- 
pal.*^ If  on  the  face  of  an  instrument  not  under  seal,  executed 
by  an  agent  with  competent  authority,  by  signing  his  own  name 
simply,  it  appears  that  the  agent  executed  it  in  behalf  of  the 
principal,  the  principal  and  not  the  agent  is  bound.^^  Wliere 
a  party  makes  a  purchase  from  an  innocent  agent,  who  after- 
wards parts  with  the  money  of  his  principal,  and  the  purchase 
avails  the  purchaser  nothing,  no  legal  right  of  complaint  will 
lie  against  the  agent. *^  The  principal  and  agent  are  jointly 
liable  for  an  injury  caused  by  negligence  of  the  agent.*^ 

S  174.  Actions  for  trespass.  Generally  a  trespass  commit- 
ted by  several  persons  acting  together  creates  a  several  liability; 
but  if  the  trespass  is  joint,  all  the  trespassers  may  be  joined.*^' 
A  justice  of  the  peace  who  issues  an  execution  commanding 

thority  of  partners,  their  mutual  obligations  and  liability,  etc.,  se^ 
Civil  Code  Oal.,  §§  2424-2520. 

lOODwlnelle  v.  Henriquez,  1  Cal.  392;  Adams  v.  Cole,  1  Daly,  147; 
Hunter  v.  Hudson  River  Iron  &  Machine  Co.,  20  Barb.  493;  Thomas 
V.  Winchester,  6  N.  Y.  397;  Smith  v.  Reynolds,  8  Hun.  128;  Du 
Sonchet  v.  Dutcher,  113  Ind.  249;  Reynolds  v.  Wltte,  13  8.  C.  5; 
86  Am.  Rep.  678. 

101  New  York  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Ock  v.  Beebe,  7  N.  Y.  864;  see,  also. 
Mechanics'  Bank  v.  New  York  &  New  Haven  R  R.  Oa,  18  N.  Y. 
699;  4  Duer,  570;  Marsh  v.  Railroad  Co.,  56  Oa.  274. 

102  Conro  v.  Fort  Henry  Iron  Co.,  12  Barb.  27. 

108  Nason  v.  Cockroft,  3  Duer,  366;  Oabre  v.  Sturgess,  1  Hilt  160; 
Blakeman  v.  Mackay,  Id.  266. 

104  Haskell  v.  C<M-nl8h,  13  Cal.  45;  affirmed  In  Shaver  v.  Ocean 
Mining  Ca,  21  Id.  45;  Hall  v.  Orandall,  29  Id.  571;  Love  v.  S.  N.  L. 
W.  &  M.  Co.,  32  Id.  654. 

106  Engels  v.  Heatly,  5  Oal.  136. 

106  Phelps  V.  Walt,  30  N.  Y.  78;  and  see  Malone  v.  Morton,  84  Mo. 
486;  Berghoff  v.  McDonald,  87  Ind.  549;  Martin  v.  Benolst,  20  Mo. 
App.  262;  Oal.  Civil  Code,  §  2338;  and  generally  In  relation  to 
agency,  see  tit  9,  Civil  Code  Oal. 

107  Sumner  v.  Tlleston,  4  Pick.  308;  Creed  v.  Hartman,  29  N.  Y. 
591;  86  Am.  Dec.  341;  Kasson  v.  People,  44  Barb.  347;  Woodbridge  v. 
Oamor.  49  Me.  353;  77  Am.  Dec.  263.  That  they  may  be  sued  jointly, 
see  Kim?  v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  481;  Waterbury  v.  Weatervelt,  9  N.  Y.  586; 
Herring  v.  Hoppock,  3  Duer,  20;  Marsh  v.  Backus,  16  Barb.  488^ 
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the  arrest  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  the  attorney  who  pro- 
cures the  execution  to  be  issued,  in  a  case  in  which  both  know 
that  the  law  prohibits  an  arrest  in  such  action,  are  jointly  liable 
to  the  debtor  in  trespass.^^    Trespass  lies  against  a  municipal 
corporation.^^ 

f  175.  Actions  against  trustees.      In  an  action  to  carry  out 
a  trust  deed,  or  against  a  trustee,  for  breach  of  trust,  all  the 
cestuis  que  trust  are  necessary  parties.^^^    But  not  in  an  action 
to  set  aside  a  trust  deed.**^     A  party  not  a  trustee  may  be  joined 
or  not,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff.*^    In  an  action  by  one  of 
seyeral  cestuis  que  trust  to  declare  and  enforce  an  implied  trust, 
all  who  claim  to  be  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  trust  estate  are 
proper  parties  defendant.^^^     But  when  such  share  is  ascer- 
tained, each  claimant  may  sue  alone;^^*  or  for  breach  of  trust.^^** 
PeiBons  holding  funds,  and  who  have  always  dealt  with  them 
as  if  they  were  trust  funds,  are  liable  for  losses  occasioned  by 
improper  investments,  though  they  did  not  in  fact  know  who 
the  cestuis  que  trust  were."*    So,  where  A.  was  indebted  to 
plaintiff,  and  conveyed  his  property  to  B.,  to  be  disposed  of 
for  his  benefit,  and  had  drawn  an  order  in  favor  of  plaintiff  on 
B.,  who  had  accepted  it,  and  B.  subsequently    conveyed  a  por- 
tion of  the  property  to  A.,  without  consideration,  it  was  held 
that  A.  was  a  proper  and  necessary  party  to  the  action.^^''^ 

!«  Sullivan  v.  Jones,  2  Gray,  570. 

i<»AUen  V.  Decatur,  23  111.  332;  Frederick  v.  Lansdale  Borough^ 
156  Penn.  St.  613. 

iiooolgrove  v.  Tallmadge,  6  Bosw.  289;  Bishop  v.  Houghton,  1 
E.  D.  Smith,  566;  Bank  of  British  N.  A.  v.  Suydam,  6  How.  Pr. 
879;  Johnson  v.  Snyder,  8  id.  498. 

ui  BuBseU  V.  Lasher,  4  Barb.  232;  Wheeler  v.  Wheedon,  9  How. 
Pr.  293;  Scudder  v.  Voorhis,  5  Sandf.  271;  see,  also,  Wallace  v. 
Eaton,  5  How.  Pr.  99. 
ii^Bateman  v.  Margerison,  6  Hare,  499. 

lu  jMiklns  V.  Frink,  30  Gal.  586;  89  Am.  Dec.  134;  West  v.  Ran- 
dill,  2  Mason,  181;  Armstrong  v.  I^^ear,  8  Pet.  52;  General  Mutual 
Ids.  Go.  v.  Benson,  5  Duer.  168.    Generally,  where  there  is  more  than 
ooe  cestui  que  trust  and  one  is  Joined,  all  should  be  joined  as  pari:ies. 
First  Nat   Ins.  Go.  v.  Salisbury,   130  Mass.  305;  Railway  Go.  v. 
Ailing,  99  U.  S.  463.    But  a  cestui  que  trust  who  has  transferred  his 
Interest  need  not  be  joined.    Eldridge  v.  Putnam,  46  Wis.  205. 
11^  Smith  V.  Snow,  3  Madd.  10. 
iM  Perry  v.  Knott,  5  Beav.  293. 
^^Ex  parte  Norris,  L.  R.,  4  Gh.  280. 
UTLucafli  T.  Payne,  7  Gal.  92;  Shaver  v.  Brainard,  29  Barb.  25. 

18 


§  176  GENERAL   PRINCIPLES.  138 

S  176.  Persons  severally  liaable  on  same  obligation  or  instru- 
ment. Persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or 
instrument,  including  the  parties  to  bills  of  exchange  and  prom- 
issory notes,  and  sureties  on  the  same  and  separate  instruments, 
may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included  in  the  same  action  at  the 
option  of  the  plaintiff.^^*  This  section  applies  only  to  written 
obligations.*^®  It  applies  to  bonds,  as  well  as  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes;*^  and  to  cases  of  joint  and  several  con- 
tracts.*^* 

Persons  jointly  and  severally  liable  may  be  sued  together  or 
separately,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff.*^  But  in  actions  on 
joint  and  several  obligations,  an  administrator  can  not  be  joined 
with  the  survivor,  because  against  one  the  judgment  would  be 
de  bonis  testatoris,  and  against  the  other  de  bonis  propriis}^ 
To  create  a  several  liability,  express  words  are  necessary.*^  In 
l^ew  York,  it  seems  the  plaintiff  may  sue  one  or  all  of  the 
obligors  of  a  joint  and  several  bond;  but  in  strictness  of  law,  he 
can  not  sue  an  intermediate  number.*^    The  practice  is,  how- 

118  CSal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  383;  and  see  London,  etc.,  Bank  v.  Smith, 
101  Ool.  415;  Powell  v.  Powell,  48  id.  235;  Wivaux  v.  Life  Stock 
Co.,  9  Mont  154. 

ii»  Spencer  v.  Wheelock,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  329;  TlbWta  v.  Percy. 
24  Barb.  39. 

120  People  V.  Hartley,  21  Oal.  585;  82  Am.  Dec.  758;  People  v. 
Ix>ve,  25  Cal.  530;  Bralnard  v.  Jones,  11  How.  Pr.  569.  As  to  when 
the  bondholders  of  bonds  issued  by  a  county  should  be  made  parties 
defendant  in  suit  af^ainst  the  county,  see  Hutchinson  v.  Burr,  12 
Cal.  103;  Patterson  v.  Supervisors  of  Yuba  Oounty,  Id.  lOft.  In 
Oregon,  the  sureties  on  an  executor's  bond  can  not  be  sued  until 
after  default  in  the  Pi'obate  Court.  Hamlin  v.  Kennedy,  2  Oreg 
91:  Laws  of  Oreg.,  1866,  p.  55. 

121  Humphreys  v.  Crane,  5  Cal.  173;  Steams  v.  Aguirre,  6  Id.  176. 

122  Buys  V.  Donnlthome,  2  Burr.  1190;  Eccleston  v.  Clipsham,  1 
Saund.  153;  Alfred  v.  Watklns,  I  C.  R.  343;  Kelsey  v.  Bradbury, 
21  Barb.  531;  Parker  v.  Jackson,  16  id.  33;  Brainard  v.  Jones,  11 
How.  Pr.  .509:  I>e  Bidder  v.  Schermerhom,  10  Barb.  638;  Snow  t. 
Howard,  25  id.  55:  Kurtz  v.  Forquer,  94  Cal.  91;  Hurlbutt  v.  Saw 
Co.,  93  id.  55;  Lux  v.  McLeod,  19  Col.  465. 

128  May  V.  Hanson,  6  Cal.  642. 

124  Brady  v.  Reynolds,  13  Cal.  31. 

i28Leroy  v.  Shaw.  2  Duer,  626;  Carman  v.  Plass,  23  N.  Y.  286; 
Minor  v.  Mechanics'  Bank  of  Alexandria^  1  Pet.  S.  Ct.  46;  Amis 
V.  Smith,  16  id.  303;  Bralnard  t.  Jones,  11  How.  Pr.  569;  Loomis  t. 
Brown,  16  Barb.  325;  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  879;  Alien 
V.  Fosgate,  11  How.  Pr.  218. 
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eyer,  different  in  California,  where  one  or  all  of  any  inter- 
mediate number  may  be  made  defendants,  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff.**  So,  also,  in  cases  of  a  promissory  n note,  and  mort- 
gage to  secure  the  same.**'  Although  the  several  parties  to 
a  bill  or  note  may  be  sued  in  one  action,  yet  their  being  so  sued 
does  not  make  them  jointly  liable,*^  or  joint  debtors.*^  The 
common-law  rule,  that  where  defendants  are  sued  on  a  joint 
contract,  recovery  must  be  had  against  all  or  none  is  modified 
by  the  Code.**^  But  one  of  two  joint  debtors,  not  served  with 
process,  is  not  a  proper  party  defendant  in  an  action  upon  the 
judgment  against  the  party  on  whom  service  of  process  was 
made.*"  So,  where  joint  debtors  reside  in  different  states,  they 
may  be  sued  separately.*^  It  seems  that  different  parties,  lia- 
ble for  the  same  sum,  but  under  different  contracts,  can  not  be 
joined  in  the  same  action.**^  So  held  in  New  York,  as  to  a 
guaranty  written  under  a  promissory  note.*^*  And  that  the 
guarantor  can  not  be  sued  in  the  same  action  with  the  maker.*** 
It  was  there  held,  also,  that  the  liability  of  a  purchaser  and 
his  guarantor  is  several.**®    So,  also,  of  a  lessee  and  his  surety.**^ 

i  176a.  Joinder  of  parties  not  bound.  Where  a  mining  com- 
pany and  its  manager  are  both  sued  as  principal  for  damages 

iM  Lewis  V.  CHarkin,  18  Oal.  400;  see,  also,  People  v.  Love,  25  id. 
530;  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  383. 

]»  Eastman  v.  Turman,  24  Cal.  379. 

us  Alfred  v.  Watklns,  1  Code  R.  (N.  S.)  343. 

iSKelsey  v.  Bradbury,  21  Barb.  531;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Blair,  44 
id.  642. 

i»CW.  Code  Olv.  Pro..  $  980;  People  v.  Frisbee,  18  Oal.  402;  Lewis 
T.  aarkin,  18  id.  399. 

"1  T^y  et  oL  y-  Hawley,  39  Oal.  93. 

m  Brown  v.  Birdsall  29  Barb.  549. 

in  Allen  v.  Fosgate,  11  How.  Pr.  218;  Qlencoe  Mut  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Harold,  20  Barb.  298;  De  Bidder  v.  Schermerhom,  10  id.  638;  see, 
also,  Brown  v.  Curtiss,  2  N.  Y.  225:  Barker  v.  Cassidy,  16  Barb. 
177:  White  v.  Low.  7  id.  204. 

»*  Brewster  v.  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207;  afflrming  S.  C.  11  Barb.  144; 
Ketoey  v.  Bradbury,  21  id.  440;  Alfred  v.  Watkins.  1  C.  R.  (N.  S.) 
M3:  Draper  v.  Snow,  20  N.  Y.  331;  75  Am.  Dec.  408;  Church  v. 
Brown,  29  Barb.  486. 

» Allen  V.  FoBgate,  11  How.  Pr.  213. 

iM  Leroy  v.  Shaw,  2  Duer,  526;  Spencer  v.  Wheelock,  11  Leg.  Ob. 
329;  but  see  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  $  383.  and  Civil  Code,  title 
"Negotiable  Instruments.** 

UT  Phalen  r.  Dingee,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  379. 
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for  breach  of  contract^  the  company  has  no  ground  to  com- 
plain because  the  manager,  who  is  not  bound,  is  made  a  party  to 
the  suit,  if  in  fact  the  company  is  bound  by  the  contract.**® 

(  176b.  Joinder  of  corporation.  In  an  action  by  a  stock- 
holder seeking  relief  against  directors  who  are  improperly  di- 
verting the  funds  of  the  corporation,  it  is  not  necessary  to  join 
as  parties  directors  whose  acts  are  not  complained  of,  but  it  is 
necessary  that  the  corporation  should  be  joined,  as  the  action, 
though  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  is  in  reality  in  behalf  of  the 
corporation.*^ 

188  Rnffatti  ▼.  Lexington  Mln.  Co.,  10  Utah,  886. 
i»  Wickersbam  v.  Grlttenden,  98  CaL  17. 


PART  SECOND. 

ANALYSIS  OF  PLEADINGS. 


CHAPTEB  I. 

07  PLBADIN08  IN  QENEaAL. 

%  177.  Pleadings  are  defined  by  the  Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure 
of  California  as  follows: 

The  pleadings  are  the  formal  allegations  by  the  parties  of 
their  respective  claims  and  defenses,  for  the  judgment  of  the 
court 

The  forms  of  pleading  in  civil  actions,  and  the  rules  by  which 
the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings  is  to  be  determined,  are  those 
preecribed  in  this  Code.  . 

The  only  pleadings  allowed  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£F  are: 

1.  The  complaint; 

2.  The  demurrer  to  the  answer. 
And  on  the  part  of  the  defendant: 

1.  The  demurrer  to  the  complaint; 

2.  The  answer.* 

The  definition  given  by  Chitty'  is  this:  ''Pleading  is  the 
statement  in  a  logical  and  legal  form  of  the  facts  which  consti- 
tute the  plaintifPs  cause  of  action,  or  the  defendant's  ground  of 
defense;  it  is  the  formal  mode  of  alleging  that  upon  the  record, 
which  would  be  the  support  of  the  action  or  the  defense  of  the 
party  in  evidence.'* 

1  CaL  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  M  42(M22.  Similar  provisions  are  found 
In  the  Codes  of  all  the  states,  except  that  In  some  states  a  reply 
to  the  answer  is  required  in  certain  cases. 

>1  Ohit  PI.  235.  A  petition  for  letters  of  administration  Is  a 
pleading.  Duff  v.  Duff,  71  Gal.  513.  Written  pleadings  are  only 
required  to  be  filed  In  causes  originally  begun  In  courts  of  record. 
Thome  v.  Omauer,  8  Col.  353.  Filing  pleadings  under  Colorado 
Omle  at  1885.    See  Haley  v.  Breese,  16  CoL  167. 
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§  178.  Object  of  pleading  —  the  issue.  The  object  of  plead- 
ing is  the»  production  of  a  material  issue  between  the  parties; 
that  is,  a  material  matter  of  law  or  fact  affirmed  upon  the  one 
side  and  denied  upon  the  other,  and  which  is  the  matter  dis- 
puted between  the  parties  and  to  be  tried  or  determined  by  the 
court  or  jury.  Issues  are  of  two  kinds:  of  law  and  of  fact.  An 
issue  of  law  is  raised  by  a  demurrer,  which  admits  the  facts 
stated  in  the  pleading  demurred  to,  and  denies  that  the  law 
applicable  to  those  facts  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his 
action,  or  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer  constitute  a  de- 
fense; or  points  out  some  defect  which  in  law  ought  to  prevent 
the  party  whose  pleading  is  demurred  to  from  obtaining  the 
relief  sought  in  his  complaint  or  answer.  As  will  be  seen  here- 
after, these  defects  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  pleading 
demurred  to.  An  issue  of  fact  is  raised:  1.  By  a  denial  in  the 
answer  of  facts  stated  in  the  complaint;  and,  2.  By  operation 
of  the  Code  where  new  matter  in  the  answer  is  considered  as^ 
denied  by  the  plaintiff.' 

5  179.  Forms  of  action  abolished.  Under  the  Code  of  Cali- 
fornia,^ and  in  other  states  which  have  adopted  a  similar  system 
of  procedure,  only  one  form  of  civil  action  exists.  By  this  is 
meant  that  the  formal  distinctions  between  the  different  com- 
mon-law actions,  assumpsit,  debt,  covenant,  trespass,  etc.,  and 
also  between  actions  at  law  and  in  equity,  are  swept  away.* 
Formerly  it  was  necessary  to  decide  what  form  of  action  must 
be  resorted  to  in  order  to  obtain  the  relief  justified  by  the 
facts,  and  this  form  of  action  must  be  stated  in  the  writ,  though 
briefly,  as  that  the  defendant  is  required  to  answer  the  plaintiff 
"in  an  action  upon  promises,"  or  "or  in  an  action  of  debt/* 
etc.,  and  this  form  of  action  must  be  adhered  to  in  the  deolara- 

sThe  Oode  of  Ohio  and  some  other  states  requires  a  replication 
by  the  plaintiff  to  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer.  Such  a  plead- 
ing as  an  "  additional  answer  "  is  unknown  to  the  Code,  but  where 
the  plaintiff  without  questioning  it  by  motion  or  otherwise  in  the 
first  instance,  joins  issue  thereon,  it  makes  one  of  the  issues  (»f  the 
case.  Greig  v.  Clement.  20  Ool.  167.  There  is  no  law  in  Illinois 
compelling  the  parties  te  prepare  and  file  pleadings  if  they  are 
content  to  have  their  case  presented  and  heard  without  them. 
Vider  V.  Chicago,  60  in.  App.  595. 

4  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  fl  307. 

6  Miller  y.  Van  Tassel,  21  Oal.  458;  Tandemp  v.  Hansen,  5  &  Dak^ 
164. 
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tion;  60  that  the  pleader  was  required  to  decide  before  he  had 
the  writ  issued  what  his  form  of  action  must  be^  and  in  many 
cases  it  was  not  easy  to  determine  what  the  form  should  be;  and 
the  consequences  of  *a  mistake  were  serious.  So  he  was  re- 
quired to  determine  at  his  peril  whether  he  must  resort  to  a 
court  of  law  or  a  court  of  equity.  But  now  these  formal  dis^ 
tinctions  are  taken  away^  and  the  pleader  is  required  to  state 
the  facts  which  constitute  his  cause  of  action;  and  whatever 
relief  those  facts^  being  established,  may  entitle  him  to,  he  will 
obtain  whether  legal  or  equitable,  or  both,  or  whether  they 
would  have  made  a  case  in  assumpsit,  debt,  case,  or  other  form 
of  common-law  action.  It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
California^  that  "  under  the  Code  of  Practice,  we  have  but  one 
system  of  rules  respecting  pleadings,  which  governs  all  cases 
both  at  law  and  in  equity.  These  rules  are  clearly  laid  down  in 
fine  Practice  Act;  and  although  in  construing  that  act  we  resort 
to  former  adjudications,  and  the  old  and  well-established  princi- 
ples of  pleadings  at  common  law,  yet  the  former  distinctions 
which  existed  between  common  law  and  equity  pleadings  no 
longer  exist/'* 

In  the  New  York  Code  of  Procedure,  section  69,  the  distinc- 
tions between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity  is  expressly 
abolished.  In  Ohio,  Iowa,  Nevada,  Oregon,  Idaho,  Arizona 
Territory,  and  most  of  the  states  and  territories  of  the  Union, 
as  well  as  New  York  and  California,  "  the  distinction  in  the 
modes  of  obtaining  relief  which  formerly  characterized  the  pro- 
ceedings in  courts  of  law  and  in  equity  are  abolished,"  but  only 
as  to  the  forms  of  actions,  and  not  as  to  the  principles  which 
govern  them.''  In  Cole  v.  Reynolds,  18  N.  Y.  74,  Harris,  J., 
says:  "By  the  Code,  the  distinctions  between  actions  at  law 
and  suits  in  equity  are  abolished.  The  course  of  proceeding  in 
both  classes  of  cases  is  now  the  same.     Whether  the  action 

aBowen  r.  Aubrey,  22  Cal.  570;  Oordier  v.  SchloBS,  12  Id.  143; 
Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  id.  243;  Rowe  v.  Blake,  09  id.  107;  35  Am. 
St  Rep.  45.  Substance,  and  not  form,  is  now  regarded.  Wads- 
worth  T.  Railway  Co.,  18  Col.  600. 

^Whitt  Pr.  553;  see,  also.  1  Van  Santv.  PI.  39;  Nash's  O.  P.  2; 
2  Tin.  ft  Sh.  1;  Swann's  PI.  21;  Stat,  of  Iowa,  §  2608;  Traphapen  v. 
Traphagen,  40  Barb.  537;  McBumey  v.  Wellman,  42  Barb.  300; 
Dmrnell  v.  Keteltas.  16  Abb.  Pr.  205;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Read. 
2B  K.  Y.  568;  Denman  v.  Price,  40  Barb.  219;  Bnrrage  v.  Mining 
Co.,  12  Oreg.  169;  United  States  v.  Bisel,  8  Mont.  20;  Tandenip  v. 
HiBMD,  5  S.  Dak.  164;  and  see  fi  181,  post. 
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depends  upon  legal  principles  or  equitable,  it  is  still  a  ciyil 
action,  to  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  without  reference  to 
this  distinction.  But  while  this  is  so  with  reference  to  the 
form  and  course  of  proceeding  in  the  action,  the  principles  by 
which  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  determined  remain 
unchanged.  .  The  Code  has  given  no  new  cause  of  action.  In 
some  cases  parties  are  allowed  to  maintain  an  action  who  could 
not  have  maintained  it  before,  but  in  no  case  can  such,  an  action 
be  maintained  where  no  action  at  all  could  have  been  main- 
tained before  upon  the  same  state  of  facts.  If,  under  the 
former  system,  a  given  state  of  facts  would  have  entitled  a 
party  to  a  decree  in  equity  in  his  favor,  the  same  state  of  facts 
now,  in  an  action  prosecuted  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
€ode,  will  entitle  him  to  a  judgment  to  the  same  effect.  If  the 
facts  are  such  that,  at  common  law,  the  party  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  judgment,  he  will,  by  proceeding  as  the  Co4e 
requires,  obtain  the  same  judgment^'  What  was  an  action 
at  law  before  the  Code,  is  still  an  action  foimded  on  legal  prin- 
ciples; ahd  what  was  a  bill  in  equity  before  the  Code  is  still  a 
civil  action  founded  on  principles  of  equity.* 

i  180.  Distinctions  between  leg^  and  equitable  rights  pre- 
served. In  adjudications  under  the  New  York  Code,  it  is 
held  that  although  the  forms  of  actions  at  law  and  in  equity  are 
abolished,  yet  that  even  in  the  pleadings,  or  the  manner  of  stat- 
ing the  facts  which  constitute  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  there 
18  still  a  broad  distinction  between  cases  where  legal  instead 
of  equitable  relief  is  asked.  Following  in  the  same  track,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  California  has  held,  "the  distinction  be- 
tween law  and  equity  is  as  marked  as  ever,  though  there  is  no 
difference  in  the  form  of  a  bill  in  chancery  and  a  common- 
law  declaration  under  our  system.''^ 

S  181.  Legal  and  equitable  relief  granted  in  same  action. 
Ijegal  and  equitable  relief  may  be  asked  for  in  the  same  action, 
but  the  wrongs  suffered  must  be  those  arising  out  of  or  from 

« Nash's  PI.  &  Pr..  vol.  1,  p.  4:  see,  also,  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
I  307:  Hurlbutt  v.  Saw  Co..  03  Cal.  55;  Rogers  v.  Duhart,  97  Id.  600: 
Aiken  V.  Aiken,  12  Oresr.  203;  Weber  v.  Rothchild.  15  id.  385. 

•  Rows  V.  Cmandler.  1  Cal.  167;  Dewitt  v.  Hayes,  2  Id.  468:  56 
Am.  Dec.  852;  Lubert  v.  Chanviteau,  3  Cal.  458;  58  Am.  Dec.  415: 
Smith  V.  Rowe,  4  Cal.  6;  WUf^lns  v.  McDonald,  18  id.  127;  Howard 
T.  Tiffany,  8  Sandt  605;  1  Van  Santv.  PI.  41. 
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one  and  the  same  transaction,  and  which  would  be  consistent 
with  the  relief  asked. ^^  In  the  case  of  The  Globe  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Boyle,  21  Ohio  St.  119,  it  was  held  that  an  action  might  be 
brought  to  reform  a  contract,  and  to  recover  on  said  contract 
eo  refonned;  and  if,  when  reformed,  the  cause  of  action  would 
have  been  a  common-law  action,  then  the  court  will  first  decide 
upon  the  equitable  case  to  reform  the  contract,  and  then  sub- 
mit the  case  to  the  jury  on  the  contract  so  reformed.  So  also 
when  relief  is  asked  for  in  the  alternative.**  For  a  party  may 
have  such  relief  as  is  adapted  to  his  case  from  the  proofs.**  It 
will,  therefore,  be  observed  that  relief  is  now  administered 
without  reference  to  the  technical  and  artificial  rules  of  the 
common  law.*^  The  prayer  of  a  complaint  is  not  the  subject  of 
a  demurrer.**  The  intention  of  the  legislature  was  evidently 
to  adopt  a  "  uniform  and  complete  system,"**^  whereby  the  old 
and  cumbersome  forms  of  pleading  would  be  dispensed  with. 
Yet  the  facts  constituting  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  are  re- 
quired to  be  stated  as  fully  under  the  new  practice  as  under  the 
old.^*  Legal  and  equitable  relief  may  be  had  in  the  same  ac- 
tion as  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  action  may  require,  but  in 
order  that  equitable  relief  may  be  had,  equitable  pleadings  must 
be  interposed.*^     But  the  plaintiff  may  be  awarded  any  relief 

WGwiy  et  al  v.  Dougherty,  25  Oal.  266;  More  v.  Masslnl,  32  Id. 
580. 

u  Sterenson  v.  Buxton,  15  Abb.  Pr.  352;  Barlow  v.  Scott,  24  N.  Y. 
40.  A  complaint  which  seeks  to  reform  a  mortgage,  and  to  enforce 
it  afi  reformed,  states  but  one  cause  of  action.  Hutchinson  v. 
Alnaworth,  73  Cal.  452. 

15  White  V.  Lyons,  42  Oal.  279;  Van  Dusen  v.  Young,  29  N.  Y. 
3*:  Denman  v.  Prince,  40  Barb.  219;  Hammond  v.  Cockle,  2  Hnn 
<N.  Y.),  495;  Byxble  v.  Wood,  24  N.  Y.  610;  White  v.  Madison,  26 
id.  117;  Thompson  v.  Oaton,  3  Wash.  Ter.  31. 

WRowe  V.  Chandler,  1  Oal.  168;  Jones  v.  Steamship  "Cortes," 
17  id.  487;  79  Am.  Dec.  142;  White  r.  Lyons,  42  Cal.  379;  Grain  v. 
Aldrtch,  38  id.  514. 

i«  Althof  V.  Conheim,  38  Cal.  230;  99  Am.  Dec.  423;  Hale  v.  Omaha 
National  Bank,  49  N.  Y.  626.  In  a  case  in  equity,  where  issues 
are  Joined,  the  court  is  authorized  to  grant  any  relief  consistent 
Willi  the  case,  and  embraced  within  the  Issues,  though  not  specifi- 
<aUy  prayed  for.  Scott  v.  Lumber  Co.,  67  Cal.  75;  Zellerbach  v. 
Allenberg,  99  Id.  57. 

^Humiston  v.  Smith,  21  Cal.  134. 

i<  Miller  v.  Van  Tassel,  24  Cal.  463;  Conaughty  v.  Nichols,  42 
N.  Y.  83,  87. 

"Home  Insurance  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  19  Col.  46. 
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to  which  his  pleading  and  proof  entitle  him,  regardless  of  the 
prayer  of  his  complaint.^®  And  it  is  held  that  although  an 
action  may  be  commenced  as  an  equitable  one,  yet,  where  there 
is  nothing  to  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction  thereof,  the 
court  may  permit  it  to  be  tried  as  an  action  at  law,  if  the  de- 
fendant is  not  thereby  prevented  from  having  a  fair  trial.** 
But  it  is  error  to  compel  the  trial  of  a  cause  as  an  action  at  law, 
when  both  the  complaint  and  answer  invoke  the  equity  powers 
of  the  court.^  The  rigid  formalism  and  subtle  distinction:* 
found  in  the  rules  governing  the  common-law  forms  of  action 
are  inapplicable  under  the  modern  plan  of  procedure.  Under 
this  system,  mere  forms  of  action  are  cast  aside,  and  every  ac- 
tion is  now,  in  effect,  a  special  action  on  the  case.^  A  com- 
plaint need  only  state  the  cause  of  action  in  ordinary  and  con- 
cise language,  and  if  the  facts  alleged  and  proved  are  such  as 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief  under  any  of  the  recognized  forms 
of  action  at  common  law,  they  are  sufficient  as  the  basis  of  re- 
lief, whatever  it  may  be.^ 

§  182.  Of  what  pleadings  consist.  Pleading  consists  in  al- 
leging facts  upon  the  one  side  and  denying  them  upon  the 
other.^  But  the  facts  so  alleged  always  presuppose  some  rule 
of  law  applicable  to  them.^  And  hence  in  all  complaints,  while 
the  law  governing  the  facts  and  the  facts  coming  within  the 
law,  taken  together,  exhibit  the  cause  of  action,  yet  the  facts  are 
expressed,  while  the  law  is  understood;  for  it  would  be  of  no 
avail  "  for  either  party  to  state  facts  of  which  no  principle  of 
law  could  be  predicated  in  his  favor."^  Therefore  the  pleader 
first  inquires  by  reference  to  the  law  for  a  remedy,  and  if  he 
finds  there  is  no  legal  remedy,  he  at  once  knows  there  has  been 
no  wrong  known  to  the  law  committed,  and  that  the  courts  can 

18  Roes  V.  Purse,  17  Col.  24,  Instance  of  equitable  relief  granted 
in  legal  action.    See  Hockaday  v.  Commissioners,  1  Ool.  App.  362. 

10  Surber  v.  Kittenger,  6  Wash.  St.  240;  and  see  Kleeb  ▼.  Bard, 
7  id.  41. 

20  Dlstler  v.  Dabney,  7  Wash.  St  431. 

21  Brown  v.  Bridges,  31  Iowa,  145;  Matthews  v.  McPherson,  &^ 
N.  0.  189. 

22  Rogers  y.  Duhart,  97  Cal.  500;  and  see  Steyens  y.  Mayor,  etc., 
84  N.  Y.  296;  People's  Bank  y.  Mitchel,  73  id.  415;  Mursten  y.  Onr- 
ley,  90  id.  372;  Strahi  y.  Badd,  30  S.  a  842;  14  Am.  8t  Bep.  90& 

28  Buddington  y.  Dayis,  6  How.  Pr.  402. 

24  Gould's  PI.,  H  %  8. 

25  Id.,  S  2. 
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give  no  relief.  As  fictitious  issues  are  by  the  Code  abolished,^ 
analogies  of  the  old  system  of  pleading  are  not  in  all  cases  a 
safe  guide  under  the  Code.^  Two  prominent  elements  intended 
in  the  new  system  are^  that  falsehood  shall  not  be  put  upon 
the  recordy  and  that  the  pleadings  should  disclose  the  facta 
relied  on  in  support  or  defense  of  an  action. 

i  183.  DiBtinction   between   the     pleadings    and   the   action. 

The  difference  between  the  pleadings  and  the  action  is  that  the 
pleadings  show  the  nature  of  the  demand,  and  the  defense;  or, 
in  common  terms,  the  pleadings  are  the  complaint  and  answer;* 
while  the  action  is  the  history  of  the  whole  cause,  including: 
1.  The  complaint,  which  names  the  parties,  and  states  the  in- 
juiy  suffered;  2.  The  process,  which  brings  the  party  into  court 
to  answer  as  to  these  injuries;  3.  The  answer  of  defendant,  which 
admits,  or  denies,  or  avoids,  etc.;  4.  The  trial,  wherein  the  nature 
of  the  demand  and  defense  are  presented  by  legal  proofs;  5. 
The  judgment^  wherein  the  court  allows  or  refuses  the  remedy 
asked;  6.  The  execution,  by  which  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties 
are  obtained.     It  is  provided  by  the  Code  that  "  the  pleading 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  shall  be  the  complaint,  and  demurrer 
to  defendant's  answer;  and  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  de- 
murrer and  answer."*    Since  the  statutes  of  our  state  have  in 
express  terms  defined  what  the  pleadings  are,  it  requires  no  ref- 
erence to  the  text-books  on  the  subject  for  further  definition. 
It  is  also  provided  by  statute  that  "  when  a  defendant  is  entitled 
to  relief,  as  against  the  plaintiff  alone,  or  against  the  plaintiff 
and  co-defendant,  he  may  make  a  separate  statement  in  his 
answer  of  the  necessary  facts,  and  pray  for  the  relief  sought, 
without  bringing  a  distinct  cross-action;"  so  that  parties  liti- 
gant may  settle  all  questions  of  difference  between  them,  so  far 
as  is  practicable,  in  one  action,  and  not  litigate  by  piecemeal. 
Interminable  litigation  is  not  favored  by  our  legislature  nor  by 
our  courts,  the  decisions  being  numerous  and  pointed  on  this 
robject.     It  will  be  our  purpose,  therefore,  to  consider  the  sub- 
ject of  pleadings  herein;  reserving  the  consideration  of  the 
action  for  future  chapters,  where  the  various  steps  will  be  con- 
sidered under  their  appropriate  heads. , 

9iNew  York  Code  of  Procednx^,  |  72;  Snell  ▼.  Loucks,  12  Barb. 


»Biiab  ▼.  ProBser,  11  N.  Y.  847. 
SI  Burr.  Law  Diet  8& 
»OaL  Code.  I  422. 
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§  184.  Facts  only  must  be  stated.  In  pleading  under  the 
Code,  it  is  the  invariable  rule  that  facts  only  should  be  stated.^ 
The  reasons  for  the  existence  of  these  facts  are  not  to  be  given, 
but  only  the  naked  facts,  disrobed  of  any  circumstance  con- 
nected with  or  pertaining  to  them;  and  this  without  inferences 
or  conclusions,  arguments,  hypothetical  statements,  or  state- 
ments of  the  law,  or  of  the  pretenses  of  the  opposite  party. 

For  example:  If  A.  is  indebted  to  B.  in  the  sum  of  five  hun- 
dred dollars,  state  the  fact  and  for  what  he  is  indebted;  if  for 
work  and  labor  done  say  so,  and  aver  what  it  is  reasonably 
worth  if  there  was  no  special  contract,  and  that  the  same  is 
due  and  unpaid,  and  stop  there;  if  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, state  that  fact,  and  when,  where,  and  to  whom  sold,  what 
they  are  worth  and  what  is  due,  and  stop  there;  if  on  a  promis- 
sory note,  state  the  amount  of  indebtedness  and  that  it  is  upon 
a  promissory  note  bearing  date,  etc.  (the  note  is  usually  copied, 
but  not  necessarily  so),  and  that  the  note  has  not  been  paid. 
Of  course,  in  every  case  judgment  must  be  demanded  for  the 
amount  due,  stating  how  much,  and  for  interest,  if  any,  and 
costs.  In  the  first  example,  for  *'  work  and  labor  done,"  it  is 
not  in  general  necessary  to  state  how  A.  happened  to  work  for 
B.,  or  how  B.  happened  to  employ  A.  Such  and  other  kindred 
facts  might  become  valuable  in  the  course  of  the  trial  as  evi- 
dence, but  not  as  averments  in  the  pleading.  In  t^e  second 
example,  "  for  goods  sold,"  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  how  they 
were  sold,  or  why  they  were  sold,  nor  anything  further  than 
that  they  were  sold  to  B.  at  his  request  for  so  much  money,  and 
that  B.  has  failed  to  pay  for  them.  The  kind  of  goods  sold, 
and  the  price  and  value  of  each  article,  are  questions  of  evi- 
dence which  need  not  be  stated  in  the  pleading.  In  the  third 
example  it  need  not  be  stated  that  the  note  was  made  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  or  that  it  was  made  for  any  considera- 
tion. It  is  presumed  to  have  been  made  for  a  consideration, 
and  if  it  was  not  really  so  made,  the  defense  will  develop  the 
fact.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  facts  must  be  care- 
fully distinguished  from  the  evidence  of  the  facts,  since  the 

»  Oreen  v.  Palmer.  15  Cal.  411;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Hicks  v.  Murray, 
48  Cal.  515;  1  Van  Santv.  224;  2  Till.  &  Shear.  8;  Bogardus  v.  Life 
Ins.  Co,,  101  N.  Y.  328;  Laffey  v.  Chapman,  9  Col.  804;  Robinson 
v.  Canal  Co..  2  Col.  App.  17.  Facts,  not  forms,  are  the  essential 
requisites  of  Rood  pleadlnj?,  though  approved  forms  may  aid  the 
pleader  in  setting  forth  the  facts  upon  which  the  rights  of  parties 
depend.    Cramer  v.  Oppenstein,  16  Col.  495. 
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latter  pertainfi  to  the  trial  and  not  to  the  pleadings.  Argiiment 
is  improper  in  a  pleading,  and  should  never  be  inserted,^^  as  a 
good  pleading  should  be  true,  unambiguous,  consistent,  and 
certain  to  a  common  intent,  as  to  time,  place,  person,  and 
quantity,  and  not  redundant  or  argume/itative.'^ 

i  185.  ConcliiBions  of  law  not  to  be  alleged.  An  allegation  of 
a  legal  conclusion  is  one  which  gives  no  fact,  but  matter  of  law 
only.**  Such  averments  are  not  tolerated  by  our  practice;  the 
facts  from  which  the  conclusions  follow  must  be  averred,  but 
not  the  conclusions.  If  such  conclusions  are  averred  and  de- 
nied, no  issue  is  raised;  if  they  are  not  denied,  they  are  not 
admitted.**  That  which  is  implied  by  law  need  not  be  pleaded;^ 
and  presumptions  of  law  should  not,  or  at  least  need  not,  be 
averred."  Examples  and  illustrations  of  allegations  that  have 
been  held  to  be  mere  conclusions  of  law  are  given  in  the  note.^'^ 

« 1  Van  Santv.  355;  Steph.  PL  383. 

»Boyce    v.    Brown,    7    Barb.    85;    Green    v.    Palmer,    15    Cal. 

414;  76  Am.  Deo.  492;  Gallagher  v.  Dunlap,  2  Nev.  326;  Alderman  v. 
French,  1  Pick.  1;  11  Am.  Dec.  114;  Atwood  v.  Caawell,  19  Pick. 
493;  Austin  v.  Parker,  13  Id.  222. 

38  Hatch  V.  Peet,  23  Barb.  583. 

Ml  Van  Santv.  244;  1  Whitt.  Pr.  563;  Levlnson  v.  Schwartz,  22 
Cal.  229;  83  Am.  Dec.  61;  Llghtner  v.  Menzell,  35  Cal.  452',  Cantlne 
v.  Clark,  41  Barb.  629;  McGee  v.  Barber,  14  Pick.  212;  White  v. 
Madison,  26  N.  Y.  117;  Halght  v.  Child,  34  Barb.  186;  Commercial 
Bank  of  Rochester  v.  Rochester,  41  id.  341;  Butler  v.  Viele,  44 
id.  166;  Carter  v.  Koezley,  9  Bosw.  583;  Campbell  v.  Tajrlor,  2  West 
Coast  Rep.  541.  Allegations  of  legal  conclusionfl  do  not  aid  a  com- 
plaint   Downing  v.  Ditch  Co.,  20  Col.  546. 

»  W^ilboit  V.  Cunningham,  87  Cal.  453. 

MHenke  v.  Eureka,  etc.,  Assoc.,  100  Cal.  429;  see-  §  212^  post. 

^  Arose  out  of  the  transaction-^  That  an  indebtedness  arose  out  of 
the  transaction  is  ^,  conclusion  of  law.  Brown  y.  Backing  ham, 
U  Abb.  Pr.  38X  Assent-—  The  knowledge  and  assent  of  a  party  Is 
a  legal  conclusion.  Moore  v.  Westervelt,  2  Duer,  59;  1  Bosw.  357; 
21  N.  Y.  lOS.  So  in  the  case  of  a  promissory  note  made  by  a  coI)^u't- 
ner.  Kemeys  v.  Richards.  11  Barb.  312.  Assifftee-.— An  allegation 
that  a  deslcrnated  person  is  not  now,  and  never  has  been,  "  legally 
appointed  assignee "  for  a  second  person^  is  demurrable  as  a  con- 
doaion.  Smith  v.  Kaufman,  3  Okl.  568.  Bona  Mi  holder  and  ownet^— 
That  a  party  Ib  the  holder  and  owner,  as  of  a  promissory  note. 
White  T.  Brown*  41  How.  Pr.  282;  but  see  Holstein  v.  Rice,  15  Id.  2. 
firanif.— Whether  a  carrier  is  bound  to  know  the  contents  of  a 
package.  Berley  v.  Newton,  10  How.  Pr.  490.  That  the  defendant 
was  "  bound  to  reDair.*'    Casey  v.  Mann,  5  Abb.  Pr.  91.    That  de- 
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Other  instances  might  be  enumerated,  but  we  do  not  deem  such 
necessary.     If  counsel  were  permitted  to  aver  conclusions  of 

fendant  became,  or  waa  lawfuUy  bound  by  the  rendition  of  a  Judg- 
ment against  him.  People  v.  Supervisors,  27  Oal.  655;  People  r. 
€k)mmission6rs  of  Fort  Edward,  11  How.  Pr.  89.  Contrary  to  law-— 
That  the  defendants  have  acted  contrary  to  the  act  (statute)  is  a 
conclusion  of  law.  Smith  v.  Lockwood,  IS  Barb.  209.  Control  and 
management'—  That  a  defendant,  as  executrix,  controls  and  manages 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  is  responsible  therefor.  Phinney  ▼. 
Phinney,  17  How.  Pr.  197.  Credit  — ThtX  the  goods  were  pur- 
chased "  on  credit,''  and  that  the  **  terms  of  credit  **  had  not  exj^ired. 
Levinson  v.  Schwartz,  22  Cal.  229.  Damages  — ThAt  an  act  com- 
plained of  will  result  in  great  and  irreparable  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiff. McCormlclt  v.  Riddle,  10  Mont.  470;  and  see  Boley  v.  Grls- 
wold,  2  id.  447;  Mechanics'  Foundry  v.  Ryall,  75  Oal.  <101;  Thorn 
T.  Sweeney,  12  Ney.  251.  Due-— That  a  certain  amount  is  due 
upon  a  note.  Frlsch  v.  Kaler,  21  Gal.  71;  Ryan  v.  HoUiday,  110  id. 
335;  McKsrring  y.  Bull,  16  N.  T.  303;  AHen  v.  Patterson,  7  Id.  480. 
Due  and  owing.—  That  a  sum  is  "  due  and  owing."  Keteltas  v. 
Meyers,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  83.  Duly--  If  '*  duly  "  has  any  clear  legal 
signification,  it  Is  %  question  of  law  to  be  determined  on  the  facts. 
Graham  y.  Machado,  6  Duer,  517.  That  the  plaintiff  was  duly  ap- 
pointed chamberlain  was  held  sufllcient  Piatt  y.  Stout,  14  Abb. 
Pr.  178.  That  plaintiff  sued  by  a  guardian  duly  appointed,  if  the 
statement  is  deemed  too  general,  the  proper  course  is  to  moye  to 
make  it  definite.  Sere  y.  Colt,  5  Abb.  Pr.  482.  That  the  trustees 
were  duly  appointed.  Conger  y.  HoUiday,  3  Edw.  Ch.  570.  That 
the  plaintiff  was  duly  authorized  to  bring  the  action.  Myers  y. 
Machado^  6  Abb.  Pr.  198;  14  How.  Pr.  149.  That  a  meeting  was 
duly  conyened  would  imply  that  it  was  regularly  conyened.  Peo- 
ple y.  Walker,  23  Barb.  305;  2  Abb.  Pr.  422.  That  the  location  was 
duly  and  properly  made  according  to  the  proyisions  of  an  act. 
People  y.  Jackson,  24  Cal.  632.  Duty  —  That  it  was  or  is  the  "  duty  " 
of  a  party  to  do  or  forbear  an  act  is  a  conclusion.  City  of  Buffalo 
V.  HoUoway,  7  N.  Y.  493;  Rex  y.  Eyerett,  8  B.  &  O.  114.  Fraud  — 
That  the  insolyent,  by  making  the  payments  complained  of,  '*did 
thereby  defraud  his  other  creditors."  Dyer  y.  Bradley,  89  Cal. 
557;  and  see  Robinson  v.  Canal  Co..  2  Ool.  Aj^  17.  Indebted.— 
That  a  party  Is  indebted  or  remains  indebted.  Qurtis  v.  Richards, 
9  Cal.  33;  Wells  y.  McPike,  21  id.  215;  Chamberlain  v.  Kaylor,  2 
E.  D.  SDftith,  134;  Hall  y.  Southmayd,  15  Barb.  32.  Or  became  In- 
debted. Cal.  State  Tel.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  1  Ney.  151;  Llghtner  y. 
Menzell,  35  Cal.  452.  In  violation  —  Schenck  y.  Naylor.  2  Duer.  678. 
ludgment'—  General  ayerments  that  a  Judgment  Was  *'  an  irregular 
and  yoid  Judgment,"  or  was  "  irregular  "  and  "  without  any  Juris- 
diction or  authority."  Ritchie  y.  McMullen,  159  U.  S.  235.  Lawful 
holder-— Th&t  one  was  the  "lawful  holder."  Beach  y.  Gallup.  2 
X.  Y.  Code  R.  60;  but  see  Taylor  y.  Corbiere,  8  How.  Pr.  387. 
Lc:vful   atle    and    unlawfully    withholds. .  Lawrence    y.    Wright,    2 
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hwj  pleadings  might  be  valuable  as  briefa,  but  worthleee  aa 
statements  of  facts,  the  latter  being  the  only  object  of  pleadings. 

Doer,  674;  see,  however,  Walter  ▼.  Lockwood,  28  Barb.  290;  Walter 
r.  Lock  wood,  4  Abb.  Pr.  307;  Ensign  v.  Sherman,  14  How.  Pr.  439. 
Uabii-'-ThAt  one  is  ''liable."  Rex  v.  Upton-on-Seyern,  6  C.  &  P. 
133.  Nearer  of  kin.—  That  a  party  is  "  nearer  of  kin."  Pub.  Adm'r 
T.  Watts,  1  Paige,  348.  Necessary  supplies.—  That  supplies  furnished 
to  a  Teasel  are  necessary.  The  Gustavia,  Blatchf.  &  H.  188. 
Obligation.— That  he  had  failed  to  fulfill  his  obligations.  Van  Bchaack 
T.  WInne,  16  Barb.  86.  Ordinance  is  legal.—  That  an  ordinance  (lassed 
by  a  municipal  corporation  is  legal.  People  v.  Supervisors,  27  Oal. 
^^  Owes.—  That  the  defendant  owes  the  plaintiff  the  sum  before 
mentlODed.  Millard  v.  Baldwin,  3  Gray,  484;  Godding  v.  Mans- 
field, 7  Id.  272;  Hollls  v.  Richardson,  13  id.  392.  Otcm^.— That  a 
party  is  owner.  Adams  v.  Holley,  12  How.  Pr.  330;  Thomas  v. 
Desmond,  id.  321;  contra,  Davis  v.  H<H^)ock,  6  Duer,  256;  Walter 
r.  Lockwood,  23  Barb.  233;  4  Abb.  Pr.  307;  McMurmy  v.  Gifford, 
5  How.  Pr.  14;  Bentley  v.  Jones,  4  id.  204;  compare  Levins 
r.  Rovegno,  71  Gal.  273;  Turner  v.  White,  73  id.  299.  Owner  and 
holder.— That  plaintiff  is  owner  and  holder  of  a  note.  Poorman  v. 
Mills,  35  GaL  118;  95  Am.  Dec.  90;  approving  Wedderspoon  v. 
Rogers,  32  Glal.  569;  Witherspoon  t.  Van  Dolar,  15  How.  Pr.  266. 
Potuer  and  authority.— That  a  corporation  had  full  power  and  law- 
ful authority  to  do  a  particular  act.  Branham  v.  Mayor  of  San 
Jo8^,  24  Cal.  585.  Promised  to  pay.— That  defendant  proiplsed  to 
pay,  in  the  common  counts  in  assumpsit,  is  a  mere  conclusion  of 
law  from  the  facts  stated,  and  need  not  be  averred  under  the  Gode. 
Wllkins  V.  Stidgers,  22  Gal.  232.  Prior  appropriation.—  Allegation  of 
priority  of  appropriation  of  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream.  Farmers*, 
etc.,  Co.  V.  Southworth,  13  Col.  111.  Release.—  That  a  party  "  did 
exe<'nte  a  release  in  full."  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.  575.  "  That  a 
settlement  had  no  reference  to  this  claim,  nor  was  the  same  In 
any  way  released  or  affected."  Jones  v.  Phoenix  Bk.,  8  N.  Y.  235. 
Repeated  acknowledgments.— Bloodgood  v.  Bruen.  8  N.  Y.  366.  Right 
cf  possession.—  That  right  of  possession  was  forfeited  by  noncom- 
pliance with  rules  and  customs.  Dutch  Flat  v.  Mooney,  12  Gal. 
434;  73  Am.  Dec.  555.  Sole  owner.— That  a  party  is  sole  owner. 
Thomas  t.  Desmond.  12  How.  Pr.  321;  see,  however,  Holsteln  v. 
Rice,  15  id.  1.  Subject  to  mortgage.—  That  defendant  took  land  sub- 
ject to  mortgage.  Wormouth  v.  Hatch,  33  Gal.  121.  Title  to 
money.— That  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  sum  of  money  demanded. 
Drake  v.  Cockroft.  1  Abb.  Pr.  203.  Trust.— That  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  a  trust  was  created.  Throop  v.  Hatch,  3  Abb.  Pr.  26. 
Undertake  to  deliver.—  "  That  he  did  not,  by  his  agreement,  under- 
take to  deliver  the  land  from  all  Incumbrances."  Warner  v. 
Hatfield,  4  Blackf.  394.  Unjust  refusal.— That  a  refusal  is  unjust, 
is  a  conclusion  of  law.  Re  Prime,  1  Barb.  352.  Validity.- That 
a  note  never  had  any  validity.  Burrall  v.  Bo  wen,  21  How.  Pr.  378. 
What  is  the  meaning  of  validity  and  effect  of  a  contract?    Latham 
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§  186.  Defendant's  pretenses,  or  facts  anticipating  a  defense. 
Allegations  in  a  complaint  as  to  the  defendant's  pretenses  are 
improper,  as  they  are  not  the  facts  of  the  plaintiff's  case.^  So> 
also,  facts  anticipating  a  defense  ought  never  to  be  averred. 
If  such  an  averment  is  made  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant 
need  not  traverse  it.  What  is  material  in  the  case  may  be  quite 
immaterial  in  the  pleading.  The  complainant  should  not  erect 
a  structure,  and,  to  show  its  stability,  attempt,  but  fail,  in 
knocking  it  down.  The  plaintiff  may  be  well  aware  of  the  de- 
fense which  will  be  interposed,  but  the  defendant  will  be  quite 
as  capable  of  presenting  it  as  the  plaintiff.  The  real  effect  of 
such  pleading,  if  allowed,  would  be  to  put  the  opposite  party 
on  the  stand  as  a  witness,  without  being  obliged  to  take  his 
whole  statement  as  true.^*  The  above  is  the  general  rule,  but 
there  are  exceptions;  such  as  where  the  original  indebtedness  is 
counted  on,  and  then  the  defense  of  payment  anticipated  by 
allegations  of  matters  of  fraud  in  answer.*^  An  allegation  that 
defendant  was  of  full  age  when  he  executed  the  bond  is  the 
allegation  of  a  fact  in  anticipation  of  a  defense.*^     Sa  in  New 

V.  Westervelt,  26  Barb.  256;  Ohapin  v.  Potter,  1  HlTf.  366.  Were 
discontinued*—  That  actions  were  discontinued  is  a  conclusion  of 
law.  HAtcb  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.  583.  Wrongfully  and  unlawfully*  when 
used  in  connection  witli  issuable  facts,  are  surplusage,  and  had 
better  be  omitted.  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  574;  Payne  v.  Tread- 
well,  id.  220;  Lay  v.  Neville,  25  id.  545;  People  v.  Supervisors, 
27  id.  655;  Richardson  v.  Smith.  29  id.  529;  Miles  v.  McDermott.  31 
id.  271;  People  ex  rel  Haws  v.  Walker,  2  Abb.  Pr.  421;  Fletcher 
V.  Calthrop,  1  New  Mag.  Gas.  541;  Ensign  v.  Sherman,  13  How.  Pr. 
37;  Kinsey  v.  Wallace,  36  Cal.  463;  and  Feely  v.  Shirley,  43  id.  369. 
These  words  tender  no  issue,  where  no  facts  are  averred  to  show 
the  acts  complained  of  to  be  wrongful  or  unlawful.  Going  v. 
Dinwiddle,  86  Cal.  633;  Reardon  v.  San  Francisco,  66  id.  406;  56 
Am.  Rep.  109. 

88  1  Whitt.  Pr.  582;  Steph.  PL  349;  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  414; 
76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Van  Nest  v.  Talmadge,  17  Abb.  Pr.  99;  Hotham 
V.  B.  I.  Gomp.,  1  T.  B.  638. 

8»  Gould's  PI.  75;  Oanfield  v.  Tobias,  21  Cal.  349;  Green  v.  Palmer. 
15  id.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Kerr  v.  Blodgett,  16  Abb.  Pr.  137; 
Giles  V.  Betz,  15  Id.  285;  Van  Demark  v.  Van  Demark, 
13  How.  Pr.  372;  Woodroof  v.  Howes,  88  Gal.  184;  Jaflfe  v.  Lilienthal 
86  Cal.  91;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Meeker,  85  N.  Y.  614;  Jones  v.  Ewing^ 
22  Minn.  157;  Du  Pont  v.  Beck,  81  Ind.  271. 

40Bracke  v.  Wilkinson,  13  How.  Pr.  102;  see,  also.  Wade  v. 
Rusher,  4  Boew.  537;  and  Thompson  v.  Minford,  11  How.  Pr.  273. 

*i  Walsingham's  Case,  Plow.  564;  Bovy's  Case,  1  Vent  217; 
Stowell  V.  Zouch,  Plow.  376. 
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York  it  has  been  held  that  in  a  complaiiit  upon  a  cause  of  action 
irhich  accrued  more  than  six  years  previous  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  an  allegation,  inserted  for  the  purpose  of  an- 
ticipating the  defense  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  that  "  the 
defendants  have  not  resided  in  the  state  at  any  time  within  six 
years,"  etc.,  was  irrelevant  and  should  he  stricken  out.**  But 
it  is  otherwise  in  California.** 

i  187.  Facts  independent  of  the  cause  of  action.  Facts  inde- 
pendent of  the  cause  of  action  and  proper  to  the  affidavit,  ac- 
companying a  pleading,  as  in  cases  of  arrest,  should  not  he 
alleged.**  So,  of  facts  in  relation  to  a  contemporaneous  agree- 
ment in  writing  varying  the  terms  of  a  promissory  note.*^ 

I  188.  ImpUcati(ms  and  presumptions  of  law.  Where  the 
law  presumes  a  fact,  the  same  need  not  he  stated  in  the  plead- 
ing.** Thus  matters  of  which  the  court  takes  judicial  notice 
need  not  be  alleged;*^  or  notice  ex  officio,  as  of  a  public  statute.*® 
But  ordinances  of  a  municipal  corporation  are  not  judicially 
noticed,  and  must  be  alleged.**    Further  illustrations  of  facts 

43Bntler  v.  Mason,  5  Abb.  Pr.  40;  and  see  Minzeshelmer  v.  Bruns, 

37  N.  Y.  Supp.  261. 
«See  KeUer  v.  Hicks,  22  Oal.  457;  83  Am.  Dec.  78;  Brennan  v. 

Ford,  46  Cal.  7;  Ganfleld  v.  Tobias,  21  Id.  350.    A  complaint  to 

rescind  an  unauthorized  contract  in  writing,  for  the  sale  of  land, 
is  not  bound  to  anticipate  a  possible  defense  that  an  oral  contract 
was  partly  performed  by  taking  possession,  in  connection  with 
payments  on  purchase  money,  and  need  not  negative  the  fact  of 
inch  possession.    Salfield  v.  Reclamation  Co.,  94  Cal.  546. 

«SelIar  v.  Sage,  12  How.  Pr.  531;  13  id.  230;  Frost  v.  M'Garger, 
14  id.  131;  Secor  v.  Roome,  2  N.  Y.  OOde  R.  1;  contra*  Barber  v. 
Hubbard,  3  id.  156. 

«Smalley  v.   Bristol.  1  Mann.  (Mich.)  153. 

«1  Chit.  220;  4  M.  &  S.  120;  2  Wlls.  147;  Steph.  on  PI.  352; 
1  Whitt.  501;  Partridge  v.  Badger,  25  Barb.  146;  Tlleston  v.  Newell, 
13  Haas.  406;  Dunning  v.  Owen,  14  id.  157;  McGee  v.  Barber,  14 
Pick.  212;  MarBh  v.  Bulteel,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  507;  Frets  v.  Frets,  1 
Cow.  335;  Allen  v.  Watson,  16  Johns.  205;  Vymor*s  Case,  8  Rep.  81; 
Bac.  Abn,  Pleas,  i.  7;  2  Sandf.  305;  Sheers  y.  Brooks.  2  H.  Bl.  120; 
Hanford  v.  Palmer,  2  Brod.  &  B.  361;  Wilson  v.  Hobday,  4  M.  &  8. 
125:  Chapman  v.  PickersglU,  2  WUs.  147,  §  185,  ante. 

•^Goulett  V.   Cowdry,  1  Duer,  139. 

«1  Sandf.  262;  Steph.  PI.  345;  Gdet  v.  Oowdrey,  1  Duer,  ISa 

«  Barker  t.  Mayor  of  New  York,  17  Wend.  199. 

20 
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which  are  presumed,  and  consequently  need  not  be  allied, 
are  given  in  the  not^.*^ 

M  Agency-—  That  presentation  of  note  by  a  bcLnk  was  "  as  acrents  " 
for  plaintiff  and  not  as  owners,  is  presumed.  Farmers  &  Me- 
chanics' Bank  of  Genesee  t.  Wadsworth,  24  N.  Y.  547.  Corutdera- 
ticn'—  A  promissory  note  imports  a  consideration,  and  in  an  action 
thereon  none  need  be  alleged.  Allen  t.  Carpenter,  1  West  Coast 
Rep.  5©8;  Orr  v.  Hopkins,  id.  157.  Death  of  ancestor.—  The  allega- 
tion that  one  is  heir  of  A.  implies  the  death  of  A.,  for  nemo  est 
hocres  viventis.  Broom's  Leg.  Max.  393.  Though  the  term  "  heir " 
may  denote  heir  apparent.  Lockwood  v.  Jesup,  9  Conn.  272;  Cox 
V.  Beltzhoover,  11  Mo.  142.  Delivery  of  a  specialty  —  The  delivery  of 
a  specialty,  though  .essential '  to  its  validity,  need  not  be  stated  in 
a  pleading.  1  Chit.  PI.  364;  CabeU  v.  Vaughan,  1  Saund.  291; 
ChappeU  v.  Bissell.  10  How.  Pr.  274;  12  id.  452;  Prindle  v.  Cam- 
thers,  16  N.  Y.  425;  Lafayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  30  Barb.  491. 
Incorporation.— iT^  New  York,  that  a  business  corporation  made 
and  delivered  its  promissory  note,  sufficiently  states  a  valid  con- 
tract. A  legal  consideration  may  be  presumed.  Lindsley  ▼. 
Simonds,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  69;  Wood  v.  Wellington,  30  N.  Y.  218; 
Phoenix  Bank  of  New  York  v.  Donnell,  41  Barb.  571.  In  writing. — 
Averment  of  acceptance  implies  "  in  writing."  Bank  of  Lowville 
V.  Edwards,  11  How.  Pr.  216.  Jurisdiction.— The  jurisdiction  of  a 
coiirt  of  record  of  a  sister  stAte  will  be  presumed.  It  is  sufficient 
to  allege  that  Judgment  was  duly  recovered.  Halstead  v.  Black» 
17  Abb.  Pr.  227.  So,  also,  of  all  courts,  officers,  and  boarda  Cal. 
Code  Oiv.  Pro.,  §  456.  Nonpayment.— Th&t  defendant  has  not  paid 
is  implied  in  the  allegation  that  there  is  due  and  owing,  etc. 
Keteltas  v.  Meyers,  19  N.  Y.  233;  Holeman  v.  DeGray,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
79.  In  the  case  of  Keteltas  v.  Meyers,  supra*  a  copy  of  the  note 
sued  on  was  set  out  in  the  complaint,  and  the  fact  that  the  note  was 
due  appeared  therefrom;  and  the  complaint,  instead  of  alleging  that 
8o  luuch  was  unpaid  thereon,  alleged  that  a  certain  sum  (the  amount 
of  the  note)  was  **  due  and  owing  thereon."  Held*  that  it  was 
e<niivalent  to  an  averment  that  tliat  amount  remained  unpaid. 
If,  however,  the  complaint  had  simply  averred  the  making  and 
delivery  of  the  note,  without  stating  when  the  same  matured,  the 
nllegation  that  it  was  "  due  "  would  be  a  mere  conclusion  of  law. 
Roberts  v.  Treadwell,  50  Cal.  520.  Official  capacity  of  executor  is 
implied.  Scrantom  v.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank,  24  N.  Y.  424. 
Oiimership.—  Possession  of  negotiable  paper  indorsed  in  blank  by 
the  payee  thercK>f,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  ownership.  Bedell 
V.  Carll,  33  N.  Y.  581;  Brainerd  v.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R,  Co., 
10  Bosw.  332  Promise.— In  a  great  many  cases  where  a  legal 
obligation  exists,  the  law  will  imply  a  pi*omise.  This  has  been 
stated  to  be  an  inference  or  conclusioii  of  law  from  the  legal  lia- 
bility. OouUrs  PI.  .^m  But  the  report  in  Kindt^r  v.  Paris.  2  H. 
Bl.  r)(y2,  says,  that  from  the  antecedent  debt  or  duty,  the  law 
presumes  the  defendant  did  in  fact  promise  to  pay,  and  Lord  Holt 
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I  189.  Katerial  aTerments.  A  material  allegation  in  a  plead- 
ing is  one  essential  to  the  claim  or  defense,  and  which  could  hot 
be  stricken  from  the  pleading  without  leaving  it  insufficient.^^ 
There  is  no  queation  of  more  importance  to  the  pleader  than 
what  is  and  what  is  not  a  material  allegation;  or,  in  other  words, 
what  is  necessary  to  he  stated  in  a  pleading,  and  what  ought  to 
be  omitted.  In  the  case  of  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  414;  76 
Am.  Dec.  492,  this  question  is  elaborately  discussed;  and  the 
true  rule  is  there  laid  down  in  the  clearest  and  most  logical 
manner.**    The  following  questions  will  decide  in  most  cases 

i8  reported  to  have  said  that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  promise 
In  law.  Parkins  ▼.  Wollaston,  6  Mod.  131.  SOf  a  sale  of  goods  or 
loan  of  mooey  necessarily  impliea  a  promise,  and  a  consideration, 
and  a  mutual  contract.  See  notes  to  Osborne  v.  Rogers,  1  Saund. 
aW;  Victor  t.  Davles.  1  M.  &  W.  758;  Emery  v.  Fell,  2  T.  R.  28; 
Glenny  v.  Hitchins,  4  How.  Pr.  88.  And  the  law  makes  no 
distlDctlon  between  an  implied  promise  and  an  express  promise. 
Kinder  v.  Paria,  2  H.  Bl.  5(53;  Chit  Oont.  19.  See  discussion  on 
this  subject  of  promise  in  Hall  v.  Southmayd,  15  Barb.  34-^36;  see, 
also,  Oropaey  v.  Sweeney,  27  id.  310;  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y. 
230;  72  Am.  Dec.  461;  Berry  v,  Fernandes,  17  Bing.  338;  Dumford 
r.  Messiter,  5  Mau.  &  S.  446.  Proportion  of  liability  of  surety  — The 
proportion  that  a  surety  has  to  pay  is  implied.  Van  Demark  v. 
Van  Demark.  13  How.  Pr.  372.  Public  oMcer.—  ln  a  suit  by  a 
public  officer  in  his  name  of  office,  his  due  appointment  thereto  is 
implied.  Fowler  v.  Westerrelt,  40  Barb.  374.  Statute.—  As  to  im- 
plications arising  in  actions  brought  under  a  statute,  see  Freeman 
T.  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  38  Barb.  247;  Washburn  v.  Franklin,  35 
Id.  599;  7  Abb.  Pr.  8;  Merwin  v.  Hamilton,  6  Duer,  248;  Teel  v. 
Fonda,  4  Johns.  304. 

w  CW.  Oode,  %  463:  Oregon  Code,  §  93.  Ordinarily  the  time  when 
facts  happen  is  not  material,  and  need  not  be  alleged  in  a  pleading. 
But  the  rule  is  otherwise,  where  the  time  when  a  fact  occurred 
is  essential  to  the  cause  of  action  or  defense.  Clyde  v.  Johnson, 
4  N.  Dak.  92:  Aultman  v.  Sigllnger,  2  S.  Dak.  442. 

52  In  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Field,  C.  J., 
formulated  the  following  rules  in  regard  to  pleadings  under  the 
Oode:  "First  rule.  Facts  only  must  be  stated.  This  means  the 
facts  as  contradistinguished  from  the  law,  from  argument,  from 
tijpothesls,  and  from  evidence  of  the  facts.  The  facts  must  be  care- 
fully distinguished  from  the  evidence  of  the  facts.  The  criterion  to 
distlDgaish  the  facts  from  the  evidence  is  — Second  rule.  Those 
facts,  and  those  alone,  must  be  stated  which  constitute  the  cause  of 
action,  the  defense  or  the  reply.  Therefore,  (1)  each  party  must 
allege  every  fact  which  he  is  required  to  prove,  and  will  be  pre- 
clnded  from  proving  any  fact  not  alleged.  The  plaintiff,  on  his 
part,  must  allege  all  that  he  will  have  to  prove  to  maintain  his  action; 
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whether  an  allegation  be  material:  Can  it  be  made  the  sub- 
ject of  a  material  issue  5*^    Or,  if  it  be  denied,  will  the  failure 

the  defendant,  on  his  part,  aU  that  he  must  prove  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  title,  after  the  complaint  is  admitted  or  proved.  (2)  He 
must  allege  nothing  affirmatively  which  he  is  not  required  to 
prove.  This  is  sometimes  put  in  the  following  form,  viz.:  '  That 
those  facts,  and  those  only,  should  be  stated  which  the  party 
would  be  required  to  prove.'  But  this  is  inaccurate,  since  negative 
allegations  are  frequently  necessary,  and  they  are  not  to  be  proven. 
The  rule  applies^  however,  to  all  affirmative  allegations,  and,  thus 
applied,  is  universal.  Every  fact  essential  to  the  claim  or  defense 
should  be  stated.  If  this  part  of  the  rule  is  violated,  the  adverse 
party  may  demur.  In  the  second  place,  nothing  should  be  stated 
which  is  not  essential  to  the  claim  or  defense;  or,  in  other  words, 
none  but  '  issuable '  facts  should  be  stated.  If  this  part  of  the 
rule  be  violated,  the  adverse  party  may  move  to  strike  out  the  un- 
essential parts.  An  unessential,  or  what  is  the  same  thing,  an 
immaterial  allegation,  is  one  which  can  be  stridden  from  the  plead- 
ing without  leaving  it  insufficient,  and,  of  course,  need  not  be 
proved  or  disproved.  The  following  question  will  determine  in 
every  case  whether  an  allegation  be  material:  Can  it  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  material  issue?  In  other  words,  if  denied,  will  the 
failure  to  prove  it  decide  the  case  in  whole  or  in  part?  If  It  wiU 
not,  then  the  fact  alleged  is  not  material;  it  is  not  one  of  those 
which  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  defense  or  reply."  See,  also, 
to  the  same  effect,  Dreux  v.  Domec,  18  Cal.  88;  Smith  v.  Richmond, 
19  id.  483;  Bowerg  v.  Aubrey,  22  id.  569;  Grewell  v.  Walden,  23  Id. 
169;  O'CJonnor  v.  Dingley,  28  id.  11;  Johnson  v.  Santa  Clara  Co., 
28  id.  547;  Larco  v.  Casaneuava,  30  id.  565;  Willson  v.  Cleaveland. 
id.  200;  Patterson  v.  Keystone  M.  Co.,  id.  364;  Racouillat  v.  Rene, 
32  id.  456;  Jones  v.  Petaluma  City,  36  id.  233;  Joseph  v.  Holt,  37 
id.  255;  Bruck  v.  Tucker,  42  id.  351;  Oline  v.  Cline,  3  Oreg.  359; 
Perkins  v.  Barnes,  3  Nev.  565;  McNabb  v.  Wixom,  7  id.  172; 
Clark  V.  Bates,  1  Dak.  42;  Clay  Co.  v.  Slmonsen,  1  id.  408,  430; 
Scott  V.  Robards.  67  Mo.  280;  Dunn  v.  Remington,  9  Neb.  82; 
Ingle  V.  Jones,  43  Iowa,  286;  Louisville,  etc..  Canal  Co.  v.  Murphy, 
9  Bush,  522;  Pfiffner  v.  Krapfel,  28  Iowa,  27;  De  Graw  v.  Elmore, 
50  N.  Y.  1;  Pier  v.  Helnrichoffen,  52  Mo.  333;  Ham  v.  Ludington, 
28  Wis.  81;  Hill  v.  Barrett,  14  B.  Mon.  67:  People  v.  Ryder.  12 
N.  Y.  433;  Rogers  v.  Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  610;  Bird  v.  May^,  8 
id.  363;  Groves  v.  Tallman,  8  Nev.  178;  Wills  v.  Wills,  34  Ind.  106; 
Oowin  V.  Toole,  31  Iowa,  513;  Singleton  v.  Scott,  11  id.  589; 
Campbell  v.  Taylor,  2  West  Ooast  Rep.  541;  Thomas  v.  Desmond, 
63  Cal.  426;  Peebles  v.  Braswell,  107  N.  C.  68;  Brown  v.  Mining 
Co.,  32  Kan.  528. 

58  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Martin  ▼. 
Kanouse,  2  Abb.  Pr.  330;  Mussina  y.  Clark,  17  id.  188;  Oahill  r^ 
Palmer,  id.  196. 
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to  proTe  it  decide  the  case  in  whole  or  in  part?^  Such  material 
ayennent  can  not  be  presumed  from  the  existence  of  other 
lacts.* 

I  19i>.  'BwTitial  facts  only  are  nutterlaL  What  facts  are  es- 
sential is  sometimes  a  question  which  puzzles  the  pleader^  yet  it 
should  not.  The  following  tests  will  determine  whether  certain 
allegations  are  unnecessary:  1.  Can  the  allegations  be  stricken 
from  the  pleading  without  leaving  it  insufficient?  2.  Can  it  be 
stricken  from  the  pleading  without  impairing  any  portion  of 
the  cause  of  action  or  defense?  3.  Can  it  be  stricken  from  the 
pleading  without  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  or  a  benefit  to  the 
defendant,  however  remote  this  injury  or  benefit  may  be?^ 

The  essential  facts  only  should  be  averred;  for,  should  the 
pleadings  be  so  framed  that  even  the  least  important  essential 
fact  is  left  out,  the  cause  of  action  is  impaired.  What  plaintiff 
oTight  to  aver  and  what  he  must  prove  are,  we  repeat,  entirely 
distinct  propositions.  If  the  pleader  were  required  to  aver 
every  fact  necessary  to  prove  his  case,  most  pleadings  would  be 
of  great  length.  The  pleadings  should  be  concise  and  to  the 
point.  "  There  never  was  a  greater  slander  upon  the  Code  than 
that  it  permits  long  pleadings."*^  It  is  only  ultimate  facts  that 
are  to  be  alleged,  and  not  the  facts  which  tend  to  prove  or  es- 
tablish the  existence  of  the  ultimate  facts.  For  example:  Plain- 
tiff sues  for  goods  sold  and  delivered;  defendant  denies  the  sale 
and  delivery.  The  plaintiff  must  then  prove  the  facts  which 
show  the  sale  and  delivery.^ 

I  101.  Zmmaterial,  irrelevant  and  rebondant  matter.    Irrele- 
Tint,  immaterial,  unessential,  redundant,  and  surplus  allegations 

•<  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492. 

Wl  Tan  Santv.  773,  774;  Hall  v.  Southmayd.  15  Barb.  34,  36;  Van 
de  Sande  v.  Hall.  13  How.  Pr.  458. 

^l  Van  Santv.  319,  320;  Whitwell  v.  Thomas,  9  Gal.  499;  Green 
▼.  Palmer,  15  id.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  and  cases  cited  in  last  note. 

"Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  417;  76  Am.  Dec.  492. 

M  Ultimate  facts  only  should  be  pleaded,  and  not  the  probative 
facte  or  conclnsions  of  law.  Orman  v.  City  of  Pueblo,  8  Col.  292; 
LatiaUade  v.  Ovena,  91  Cal.  565;  Rankin  v.  Newman,  107  id.  602; 
M«yer  v.  School  District.  4  S.  Dak.  420;  Wabash,  etc.,  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  96  Ind.  40:  McNees  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Mo. 
App.  224;  Nordman  v.  Craiffhead,  27  Ark.  3(59.  In  an  action  of 
tlftlm  and  delivery,  although  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  and  entitled  to  the  poeseflslon  of  the  property  at  a  previous 
^e  is  evidence  from  which  the  ultimate  fact  may  be  deduced  by 
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should  be  omitted  from  a  pleading.*^®  Such  allegations  or  de- 
nials present  no  issue.^  And  if  such  matter  be  inserted  in  a 
pleadings  it  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion  of  any  person  ag- 
grieved thereby.®^  Irrelevant  matter  in  a  pleading  is  that  which 
has  no  bearing  on  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy.*** 
Surplusage  is  matter  altogether  superfluous  and  useless^  and 
which  may  be  rejected  by  the  courts  and  the  pleadings  stand  as 
if  it  were  stricken  out  or  had  never  been  inserted.^  Thus,  a 
false  construction  in  law  upon  the  termB  of  a  contract  will  be 
regarded  as  surplusage,  and,  on  motion,  will  be  stricken  oat.^ 
Or  superfluous  matter  when  inserted  by  itself."  So,  when  the 
name  of  the  wife  is  improperly  or  unnecessarily  joined  with  that 
of  her  husband,  it  may  be  regarded  as  urplusage.*^  So  of  in- 
consistent allegations.^  Or  allegations  which  are  absurd,  or 
the  truth  of  which  is  impossible.®®  So  of  allegations  which  are 
redundant,  although  the  facts  averred  are  relevant,  as  by  a  need- 
less repetition  even  for  material  averments.^ 

a  presumption  of  continuance  of  the  right,  yet  that  principle  has 
no  application  to  the  statement  of  facts  in  a  pleading,  and  can  nox 
dispense  with  the  allegation  of  the  ultimate  fact  of  right  of  posses- 
BloQ  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Fredericks 
V.  Tracy,  98  CaL  658. 

60  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492. 

«)1  Van  Santv.  76;  Maretzelc  v.  OaldweU,  19  Abb.  Pr.  85. 

61  Oal.  Code,  §  453;  Nevada,  §  57;  Idaho,  |  57;  Arizona,  fi  57; 
New  Torlc  Code,  §  160;  Oregon,  §  si;  Larco  v.  Oasanenava,  30  Gal. 
560;  Boles  v.  Cohen,  15  id.  150;  Hampshire  Mfg.  Bank  v.  Billings, 
17  Pick.  87;  I^ord  v.  Tyler,  14  id.  156;  OahUl  v.  Palmer,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  196;  Moffatt  v.  Pratt,  12  How.  Pr.  48;  Bangs  v.  Berg,  82  Iowa, 
350;  Smyth  v.  Parsons,  37  Kan.  79;  Schroeder  v.  Post,  38  N.  Y. 
Supp.  677;  Stove  Co.  v.  Wilkins,  36  id.  977;  72  N.  Y.  SL  Rep.  421. 

«2Fabricotti  v.  Launitz,  1  Code  R  (N.  S.)  121;  Stafford  v.  Mayor 
of  Albany,  6  Johns.  1;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Brice,  4  Paige  Ch.  177; 
Perrine  v.  Farr,  2  Zab.  356;  Lee  Bank  v.  Kitchlng,  11  Abb.  Pr.  435; 
CahiU  V.  Palmer,  17  id.  196. 

<»  Gould's  PI.  143;  and  see  Ditch  Co.  v.  Water  Oo.,  19  Ney.  00; 
Railroad  Oo.  v.  Brousard,  69  Tex.  617. 

6i  Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Oal.  294. 

^  1  Van  Santv.  311;  Boles  v.  Oohen,  15  Oal.  160. 

« Warner  v.  Steamer  "Uncle  Sam,*'  9  Oal.  697. 

er  1  Van  Santv.  358,  519;  Uridias  v.  Morrill.  25  Oal.  81;  Kllnk  ▼. 
Oohen,  13  id.  623. 

<»  Sacramento  Co.  v.  Bird,  31  Oal.  66. 

«1  Chit  PI.  227;  Dundass  v.  Lord  Weymouth,  Oawp.  665; 
Barstow  v.  Wright,  Doug.  668;  Bowman  v.  Sheldon.  5  Sandf.  680; 
Rost  V.  Harris,  12  Abb.  Pr.  446;  Benedlst  v.  Seymoor,  6  How.  Pr. 
308;  Clongh  v.  Murray,  19  Abb.  Pr.  97. 
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Any  matter  which  may  tend  to  limit  or  qualify  the  degree  of 
certainty  is  redundant  matter  or  surplusage;  for  example^  mat- 
ter of  mere  evidence,  legal  conclusions,  things  within  judicial 
notice,  matter  coming  more  properly  from  the  other  side,  or 
matter  necessarily  impliedJ^  Though  in  its  more  strict  and 
confined  meaning,  redundancy  imports  matters  wholly  forctign 
and  irrelevant  J* 

Conclusions  of  law  inserted  in  a  pleading  may  be  considered 
as  mere  surplusage.'^  So  of  evidence  when  inserted  in  a  plead- 
ingJ*  Or  probative  facts,  such  as  averments  of  deraignment 
of  titled*    Or  hypothetical  statements'^ 

Matter  inserted  in  a  pleading  obnoxious  from  uncertainty, 
as  where  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action  are  not 
stated  clearly,  will  be  considered  as  surplusage'*  So  of  matter 
contained  in  a  pleading,  which  is  frivolous.'"  Or  allegations 
ambiguous  or  repugnant  to  each  other'®  Or  a  commingled 
statement  of  two  causes  of  action  that  may  properly  be  united 
in  one  complaint.'^*  But  such  pleading  may  be  demurred  to 
for  ambiguity  or  uncertainty.®®  Or  the  names  of  parties  im- 
properly joined,  may  be  stricken  out-®^ 

it^Steph.   PI.  423. 

'ipierli.  PI.  422;  Barstow  v.  Wright,  Dotig.  667;  1  Saund.  233; 
Yates  V.  Carlisle,  1  Black,  270;  Plowd.  Com.  232;  Lord  v.  Houston, 

11  Bast  62;  Gobbett  v.  Cochrane,  8  Blng.  17;  Bacon  v.  Ashton. 
5  Dowl.  94;  Palmer  v.  Gooden,  8  M.  &  W.  880;  Stevens  v.  Bigelow, 

12  Mass.   438;   Hampshire   Mfg.   Bank   v.    Billings,    17    Pick.    87; 
SimpBoo  y.  McArthur,  16  Abb.  Pr.  302,  note^ 

nHaUeck  v.  Mixer,  16  Oal.  574. 

n  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  482;  Bowen  v. 
Anbrey,  22  Cal.  566. 

T4Larco  v.  Casaneuava,  30  Cal.  560;  Wilson  v.  deaveland,  id.  192. 

^See  ante;  1  Van  Santv.  358;  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Gal.  414;  76 
Am.  Dec.  492;  Wles  v.  Fanning,  9  How.  Pr.  543;  Brown  v.  Rickman, 
12  Id.  313. 

w  Arrietta  v.  Morrissey,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (  N.  S.)  439. 

^  Smith  V.  Oauntryman,  30  N.  Y.  655;  Lockwood  v.  Salhenger, 
18  Abb.  Pr.  136;  Van  Yalen  v.  Lapham,  13  How.  Pr.  240. 

wi  Chit  PL  377:  1  Van  Santv.  354:  Com.  Dig.  (O.  23);  Bac.  Ahr. 
Pleas,  L  4;  Vln.  Abr.,  Abatement;  Sibley  v.  Brown,  4  Pick.  137; 
TTyatt  V.  Aland,  1  Salk.  324;  NevlU  v.  Soper,  Id.  213;  Butt's  Case, 
7  Rep.  25;  Hntchlnson  v.  Jackson,  2  Lut.  1324;  Hart  v.  Longfleld, 
7  Mod.  148;  Byaas  v.  Wylie,  1  C,  M.  &  R  686. 

^1  Van  SantT.  344;  Haraen  v.  Bayand,  5  Dner,  666. 

»CaL  Code,  fi  430. 

« Yeates  v.  Walker,  1  Dnval  (Ky.),  84. 
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But  a  material  allegation  can  not  be  stricken  out,  because 
the  pleader  also  claims  relief  which  can  not  be  granted.^  Nor 
where  the  information  required  was  obtainable  by  demand  of 
particulars.^^  Nor  to  obtain  details  as  to  contents  of  a  lost 
instrument,  of  which  the  nature  and  effect  have  been  stated.®* 

If  the  immaterial  matter  constitute  part  of  a  material  aver- 
ment, so  that  the  whole  can  not  be  stricken  out  without  destroy- 
ing the  right  of  action  or  defense  of  the  party,  it  can  not  be 
rejected  as  surplusage,  but  may  be  travessed  in  the  pleading, 
and  must  be  proved  as  laid,  though  the  averment  be  more  par- 
ticular than  need  be.  The  true  rule  is  that  whenever  the  whole 
allegation  can  be  stricken  out  without  affecting  the  legal  right 
set  up  by  the  party,  it  is  impertinent,  and  may  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.^  An  entire  pleading  can  not  be  stricken  out  as 
irrelevant  or  redundant.®*  Allegations  in  a  complaint  touching 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  an  instrument  which  is  unavail- 
ing for  any  purpose  are  mere  surplusage.®^  Conclusions  of  law 
in  a  pleading,  so  far  as  they  are  correct,  are  useless,  and  when 
erroneous  are  worse  than  useless,  and  in  either  case  will  be 
treated  as  not  alleged,  in  considering  objections  to  the  pleading 
raised  by  demurrer.®®  Matter  of  inducement  leading  up  to  the 
written  contract  upon  which  the  cause  of  action  is  based  does 
not  render  the  complaint  ambiguous,  uncertain,  or  unintel- 
ligible.^® The  statement  of  a  cause  of  action  in  several  counts 
instead  of  embodying  it  in  one,  does  not  of  itself  render  a  com- 
plaint ambiguous  and  uncertain,  or  open  to  a  general  demurrer.*' 

82  Woodgate  v.  Fleet,  9  Abb.  Pr.  222.  A  material  averment  which 
Is  defectively  stated  should  not  be  stricken  out.  The  remedy  is  a 
special  demurrer.    Swain  v.  Burnette,  76  Cal.  299. 

83  Corckroft  v.  Atlantic  Mut  Ins.  Oo.,  9  Bosw.  681. 

84  KeUogg  V.  Baker,  15  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

85  United  States  v.  Bumham,  1  Mason,  57;  Wyman  v.  Fowler,  3 
McLean,  467. 

86  Benedict  v.  Dake,  6  How.  Pr.  362;  Nichols  v.  Jones,  id.  855; 
HuU  V.  Smith,  8  id.  281;  Howell  v.  Knickerbocker  Life  Ina  Co.. 
24  id.  475;  Blake  v.  Eldred,  18  id.  240.  For  practice  on  remedy 
by  striking  out,  see  Amendments,  vol.  2. 

87  Magna  Oharta,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  Tapscott,  4  Col.  App.  1. 

88  Ohm  V.  San  Francisco,  92  Cal.  437. 

89Henke  v.  Eureka  Endowment  Ass'n,  100  Cal.  42®;  Dunton  v. 
Niles,  95  id.  494.  Where  a  complaint  alleges  facta  which  are 
redundant  the  proper  remedy  is  a  motion  to  strike  out  Henke  r. 
Eureka  Endowment  Ass'n,  100  CaL  429. 

00  Demartin  v.  Albert,  69  Cal.  277. 
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§  192.  Only  such  facts  as  oonstitato  a  cause  of  action,  defense 
or  reply,  must  be  stated.  Ab  has  been  shown  in  preceding  sec- 
tions^ only  such  essential  facts  as  constitute  the  cause  of  action, 
the  defense,  or  the  reply,  must  be  stated  in  the  pleading.  Each 
party  must  allege  what  he  is  required  to  prove,  and  he  will  be 
precluded  from  proving  any  fact  essential  to  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defense  not  alleged.^^  In  addition  to  the  foregoing, 
it  is  a  cardinal  rule  of  pleading  under  the  Code,  as  indeed  it 
was  at  the  common  law  and  in  equity,  that  the  allegations  and 
proofs  must  correspond,  and  substantially  conform  to  and  sus- 
tain each  other.  Otherwise  there  would  be  a  variance  which 
would  be  fatal  to  a  recovery.^  But  an  allegation  in  a  pleading 
does  not  estop  the  party  pleading  it  from  proving  that  the  alle- 
gation is  not  correct,  unless  tho  allegation  is  made  an  issuable 
fact^  In  pleading,  it  is  the  ultimate  and  not  the  probative 
&ct8  which  should  be  averred,  and  it  is  error  in  the  court  to 
exclude  evidence  offered  to  establish  the  probative  facts,  al- 
Aough  they  are  not  averred  in  the  pleading.^    For  example: 

n  1  Van  Santv.  774;  1  Chit  PI.  214;  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Gal.  414; 
76  Am.  Dec.  492;  WlUaon  v.  Cieaveland,  30  Cal.  192;  Hicks  v.  Mur- 
ray, 43  id.  522;  Freeman  v.  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  38  Barb.  247; 
Doldier  v.  Fry,  37  id.  152;  Barnes  v.  Qui^^ey,  50  N.  Y.  265;  Peck 
r.  Root,  5  Hun,  547;  Decker  v.  Saltsman,  1  id.  421;  Hicks  v. 
Murray,  43  Oed.  515;  Gates  v.  Lane,  44  id.  892. 

ttMcKinlay  v.  Morrish,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  343;  Campbell  v.  The 
** Uncle  8am,'*  1  McAU.  77;  Kramme  v.  The  "New  England,** 
Kewb.  481;  1  Greenl.  18;  1  Whitt  Pr.  575;  Hicks  v.  Murray,  43  Oal. 
515.  In  cases  where  complaint  was  deficient,  see  Gowenhoven  v. 
City  of  Brooklyn,  38  Barb.  9;  Van  Zandt  v.  Mayor  of  New  Toric, 
S  Bosw.  375;  Solms  v.  Lias,  16  Abb.  Pr.  311;  Bailey  v.  Johnson,  1 
Daly,  61;  Curtiss  v.  MarshaU,  8  Bosw.  22;  see  §  205,  post.  In 
cases  where  answer  was  deficient,  see  Baynor  v.  Tlmerson,  46 
Barb.  518;  Allen  v.  Mercantile  Mar.  Ins.  Go.,  46  id.  642;  Bruce  v. 
Kelly,  39  N.  Y.  Super.  (7  J.  &  Sp.)  27;  Smith  v.  Smith,  60  N.  T.  161. 

•sPstterson  v.  The  Keystone  Mining  Go.,  80  Gal.  860.  As  to 
wbat  Is  a  variance,  when  material,  etc.,  see,  also,  Knapp  v.  Roche, 
37  N.  T.  8npr.  Gt.  (5  J.  &  Sp.)  395;  Hauck  v.  Graighead,  4  Hun,  561; 
Sosidorf  V.  Schmidt,  55  N.  T.  319;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43  How. 
380;  Beard  v.  Yates,  2  Hun,  466;  Degraw  v.  Elmore,  50  N.  Y.  1; 
XVudley  v.  Scranton,  57  id.  424;  Barnes  v.  Quigley,  59  id.  265;  Gal. 
Code  GIv.  Pro.,  8S  469471;  Famsworth  v.  Holderman,  3  West  Goast 
Rep.  342;  State  v.  Roe,  1  id.  502;  Orrv.  Hopkins,  id.  157. 

M  Grewell  v.  Walden,  23  Gal.  165;  Moore  v.  Murdock,  26  id.  514; 
Miles  V.  HcDermot,  31  id.  271;  Depuy  v.  Williams^  26  id.  313; 
Marabsll  v.  Sbafter,  32  Id.  176;  See  v.  Ooz,  16  Mo,  166;  Sanders  t. 
Aodenon,  21  id.  402;  I  190,  ante. 
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title  of  plaintiff  is  an  ultimate  fact  in  ejectment^  while  the 
facts  established  by  plaintiff  going  to  support  such  title  are  pro- 
bative facts.*^ 

The  expression  ^^  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action  "  means 
those  facts  which  the  evidence  upon  the  trial  will  prove,  and 
not  the  evidence  required  to  prove  their  existence.^  They 
have  been  variously  called  physical  facts,*'  or  issuable  facts,* 
or  real,  traversable  facts.®*  As  before  stated,  facts  and  not  evi- 
dence should  be  alleged.  In  other  words,  it  is  not  necessary 
in  alleging  a  fact  to  state  such  circumstances  as  merely  tend 
to  prove  the  truth  of  the  fact.^^ 

fi  193.  What  should  be  omitted.  Nothing  should  be  alleged 
afSrmatively  which  is  not  required  to  be  proved.^^^  For  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  Code  to  require  the  pleadings  to  be  so 
framed  as  not  only  to  apprise  the  parties  of  the  facts  to  be 
proved,  but  to  narrow  the  proofs  on  the  triaj,*^  the  rule  being 
that  the  allegations  and  the  proofs  must  correspond.^^  And 
allegations  merely  formal,  i.  e.,  such  as  require  no  proof  at  the 
trial,  are  unnecessary.^^  And  this  is  the  reason  why  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  that  a  note  was  given  for  a  "  valuable  con- 
sideration," or,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  assault  and  battery, 
that  A.  "  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  "  beat  B.,  or,  in  an  action 
for  libel,  for  a  publication  which  is  libelous  per  se,  that  it  was 
published  "  falsely  and  maliciously;"  for  it  was  of  course  false, 
or  it  would  not  be  libelous,  and  malice  will  be  presumed  when 
the  falsehood  is  shown.     But  where  a  consideration  is  not  im- 

96  MarshaU  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176. 

»«  Wooden  v.  Strew,  10  How.  Pr.  50;  Dowb  v.  HotchkiBS.  10  N.  Y. 
Leg.  ObB.  281;  Carter  v.  Koezley,  14  Abb.  Pr.  150;  Cahill  v.  Palmer, 
17  id.  196. 

vr  LawFMice  v.  Wright,  2  Duer,  674;  see  Drake  v.  Oockroft,  1  Abb. 
Pr.  203. 

w  Oreen  v.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  416;  76  Am.  Dec.  492. 

99  Mann  v.  Morewood,  5  Sandf.  557. 

loosteph.  PL  342.  An  allegation  by  way  of  recital  la  bad,  and 
objection  thereto  may  be  taken  by  general  demurrer.  Lfeadville 
Water  Go.  v.  LeadviUe,  22  Oal.  297. 

101  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Decker  v. 
Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  320;  Bank  of  U.  S.  v.  Smith,  11  Wheat  171; 
Haskell  v.  Village  of  Penn  Yan,  5  Lans.  43. 

J02Piercy  v.  SaWn,  10  Cal.  22;  70  Am.  Dec.  692. 

103  Maynard  v.  P.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  34  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec.  672. 

104  Ensign  v.  Sherman,  14  How.  Pr.  439;  Biggerstaff  v.  Briggs, 
3  West  Ooast  Rep.  353. 
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plied^  or  a  request  is  essential  to  the  defendant's  liability^  it 
must  be  specially  averred  in  the  pleading.** 

The  only  exception  to  this  rule  is  to  negative  a  possible  per- 
formance of  the  obligation  which  is  the  basis  of  the  action,  or 
to  negative  an  inference  from  an  act  which  is  in  itself  indiffer- 
ent** What  is  inserted  in  a  pleading  must  be  decisive  of  some 
part  of  the  cause,  one  way  or  the  other. 

I  194.  Xode  of  stating  facts.  The  facts  in  a  pleading  should 
be  stated:  1.  In  their  logical  order;  2.  By  direct  averment; 
3.  In  ordinary  and  concise  language;  4.  With  reasonable  cer- 
tainty. These  several  rules  will  be  considered  in  the  order  in 
which  they  are  mentioned. 

I  105.  Facts  should  bo  stated  logically.  By  ^'  logical  order  '' 
is  meant  "  natural  order."^^  It  is  laid  down  as  an  essential 
prerequisite  that  logical  order  should  be  observed  in  the  state- 
ment of  facts  in  the  pleading.^^  The  California  Code  (§  .426) 
provides  that  the  complaint  shall  contain  "  a  statement 
of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action  in  ordinary  and 
concise  language/'  It  may  be  observed  that,  in  erecting  a 
building,  the  architect  does  not  commence  at  the  top,  but  at 
the  base,  placing  each  part  of  his  foundation  in  its  proper  posi- 
tion, in  such  a  manner  that  it  may  not  have  to  be  removed  or 
reconstructed.  So,  in  framing  a  pleading  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  we  are  making  a  statement  of  certain  facts  which  w^e 
relate  in  the  order  of  their  occurrence,  and  the  complete  nar- 
ration must  be  made  in  concise  language  and  with  sufficient 
certainty,  thus  constituting  the  superstructure  of  the  entire 
transaction.  Should  we  commence  at  the  wrong  end  of  the 
ptory,  we  would  be  building  without  a  foundation,  and  the  plead- 
ing would  be  unintelligible;  or  should  we  relate  only  the  latter 
part  of  the  transaction,  however  jusfor  plausible  might  be  our 
statements,  still  we  would  not  have  stated  a  cause  of  action,  for 

w  Spear  v.  Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  437;  Orr  v.  Hopkins,  1  West 
Coast  Rq).  157;  Alden  v.  Carpenter,  id.  598. 

J« Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  411;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Payne  v.  Tread- 
well.  16  Cal.  244. 

w  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492. 

J«l  Ohlt.  PI.  231;  Gould's  PI.  4;  2  Till.  &  Shear.  8.  It  is  said  to 
be  well  to  adhere  to  the  '*  ordinary  and  concise  language  "  of  ai>- 
proved  forms  'n  stating  causes  of  action  as  well  as  grounds  of 
d^ense,  lest,  in  departing  too  far  from  the  form,  the  substance 
be  omitted.    Robinson,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  13  Col.  258. 
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there  would  not  be  a  complete  and  connected  statement  of  the 
transaction. 

It  has  been  held  that  facts  should  be  stated  according  to  their 
legal  effect.^^  But  authorities  in  states  having  a  Code  are 
quite  as  numerous  the  other  way.  In  some  cases  it  has  been 
held  that  facts  should  be  stated  as  they  actually  occurred  or 
exist.^^^  In  other  cases  it  is  held  that  facts  may  be  alleged 
either  way.  Thus^  it  seems  that  an  act  done  by  an  agent  may 
be  alleged  as  the  act  of  the  principal,  which  is  the  legal  effect 
of  the  fact,  or  it  may  be  alleged  as  the  act  of  the  agents  done 
as  agent  of  the  principal."^ 

It  is  evident,  however,  that  pleading  facts  according  to  their 
legal  effect  is,  in  most  cases,  necessary  to  conciseness,  which  is 
one  of  the  requirements  of  Code  pleading,  and  is  not,  we  think, 
in  conflict  with  any  of  the  requirements  of  the  Code.  The  rule, 
it  is  true,  has  more  special  application  to  deeds  and  other  writ^ 
ings,  but  is  not  restricted  to  them;  but,  under  some  circum- 
stances, may  extend  to  all  matters  and  transactions  which  a 
party  may  be  required  to  allege  in  pleading;  as  where  a  fact 
necessarily  embraced  or  implied  certain  other  facts  which  were 
but  the  evidences  of  the  material  fact,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege 
the  legal  or  material  fact.'^^  This  rule,  indeed,  in  many  cases, 
can  scarcely  be  distinguished  from  that  which  requires  ultimate 
facts  to  be  stated  and  not  the  evidence  of  them.    Take,  for  ex- 

109  Gould's  PI.  145;  Bac.  Abr.,  i.  7;  Oo.  I^tt  1»3;  Oom.  Dig.  PI.  8T; 
2  Saund.  96;  Cowp.  600;  Oro.  Ellz.  352;  Doug.  667;  2  Salk.  574;  1  Ld. 
Raym.  400;  Lawes  PI.  62;  1  T.  R.  446;  Steph.  PL  389;  Boyce  v. 
Brown,  7  Barb.  85;  Pattlson  v.  Taylor,  1  N.  Y.  Oode  R.  175;  8  Barb. 
250;  Dollner  v.  Gibson,  3  N.  Y.  Code  R.  153;  OoggiU  v.  Amer.  Bx. 
Bank,  1  N.  Y.  117;  49  Am.  Dec.  310;  Stewart  v.  Travis,  10  How.  Pr. 
153;  Bennett  v.  Judson,  21  N.  Y.  240;  Barker  v.  Lade,  4  Mod.  150; 
HoweU  V.  Richards,  11  East,  633. 

110  lyes  V.  Humphreys,  1  &.  D.  Smith,  196;  Lee  v.  Ainiriee,  4  Abb. 
Pf.  463;  Smith  v.  Leland,  2  Duer,  509;  Farren  v.  Sherwood*  17  N.  Y. 
227,  and  many  other  eases. 

111  See  Bennett  v.  Judson,  21  N.  Y.  240;  Barney  v.  Worthington, 
37  id.  116;  Dollner  v.  Gibson,  3  Oode  R  153;  Barney  v.  Worthington. 
4  Abb.  (N.  S.)  205.  Ordinarily,  facts  may  be  pleaded  as  they 
actually  exist  or  according  to  th^r  legal  effect  at  the  option  of  the 
pleader.  When  pleaded  according  to  the  legal  effect  and  the 
opposite  party  is  uninformed  as  to  the  proof  he  is  required  to  meet 
at  the  trial,  as  a  general  rule  his  remedy  is  by  a  demand  for  a  bill 
of  particulars  or  a  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain. 
Publishing  Go.  v.  Steamship  Oo.,  148  N.  Y.  39. 

112  See  Shaw  v.  Jayne,  4  How.  Pr.  119. 
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ample,  an  action  for  personal  injury  resulting  from  negligence; 
it  was  and  still  is  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  in  general 
tenns  that  the  injury  complained  of  was  occasioned  by  the  care- 
lessness and  negligence  of  the  defendant^  without  stating  the 
ciicumstances,  in  order  to  show  that  it  was  occasioned  by  neg- 
ligence.*^^ But  care  must  be  taken  not  to  confound  pleading 
facts  sBDcording  to  their  legal  effect,  and  pleading  mere  con- 
clusions of  law;  the  one  is  still  a  fact,  while  the  other  is  not. 

The  conyerse  of  the  rule  above  stated  is  equally  true.***  In 
one  case  the  court  said:  "  But  facts  are  not  to  be,  or  at  least 
need  not  be,  separated  entirely  from  the  law  by  the  pleader; 
nor  could  they  be  without  great  and  most  damaging  prolixity. 
In  this,  as  well  as  in  most  things,  theory  and  practice  are  com- 
pelled to  meet  each  other  half  way  for  the  sake  of  attainable 
good.  The  last  analysis  between  fact  and  law  is  usually  made 
by  the  judge  at  the  trial.'^"*^ 

I  196.  Pacts  mu0t  be  alleged  by  direct  averment.  It  is  the 
rule,  both  at  common  law  and  under  the  Code,  that  facts  must 
be  alleged  by  direct  averment,  and  that  an  averment  is  a  posi- 
tive statement  of  a  fact,  as  opposed  to  argument,  or  infer- 
ence,"* Off  recital.*" 

For  instance,  it  is  not  an  averment  that  a  certain  house  in 
San  Francisco,  known  as  the  "  Willows,*'  is  a  hotel,  if  it  is  stated 
thus:  that  '^  certain  -  furniture  was  furnished  for  and  used  in 
the  famishing  of  the  hotel  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Fran- 

"SChfles  V.  Drake.  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  146;.KouDtz  v.  Brown,  16  B. 
Moo.  682;  2  Chit.  PI.  660. 

U4  Cochran  v.  Goodman,  3  Oal.  244;  Stoddard  v.  Tread  well,  26  Id. 
294;  gee,  also,  Dambmann  v.  White,  48  id.  450. 

lUNudd  V.  Thompson,  34  Cal.  47;  and  see  Newman's  PI.  &  Pr. 
287. 

11^1  Ohit  PI.  319;  Cowp.  683;  Bac.  Abr.  Pleas,  B.  Oonsult,  as  to 
maimer  of  stating  the  cause  of  action,  PflflTner  v.  Krapfel,  28 
lowm,  27;  Overton  v.  Overton,  131  Mo.  550;  Oates  v.  Gray,  66  N. 
(X  442;  Omal  Go.  v.  Murphy,  9  Bush,  527;  Smith  v.  Foster,  5 
Oreg.  44. 

UTSteph.  PL  887;  Bac.  Abr.  Pleas^  B.;  Gould's  PI.  65;  Co.  Litt.  80&; 
1  cut  PL  231;  Oowp.  683;  Shafer  v.  Bear  Blver,  4  Gal.  294;  Denver 
▼.  Barton,  28  id.  549;  Stringer  v.  Davis,  30  id.  318;  Oampbell  v. 
Jones,  38  id.  507;  Gates  v.  Lane,  44  id.  392;  West  v.  American  Bxch. 
Bank,  44  Barb.  175;  Tmscott  v.  Dole,  7  How.  Pr.  221;  Robinson  v. 
Ouial  Ck>.,  2  Ool.  App.  17;  Burkett  v.  Griffith,  90  Oal.  532;  Bying- 
ton  V.  Saline  Oofuity,  37  Kan.  654;  Scott  v.  Bobards*  67  Mo.  289. 
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Cisco,  known  as  the  ^  Willows/  **"*  Justice  Sanderson,  in  the 
case  referred  to,  disposes  of  the  complaint  by  saying:  '^  It  was 
not  an  allegation  that  the  goods  were  used  in  a  hotel,  or  used 
in  a  building  called  the  ^Willows/  or  that  such  building  was 
a  hotel;  these  facts  were  only  stated  inferentially."  All  essen- 
tial facts  must  be  stated  directly  in  unequivocal  language,  and 
not  left  to  be  inferred.**® 

One  of  the  reasons  why  all  essential  facts  should  be  averred 
directly  and  unequivocally  is  obvious  when  we  consider  that  if 
the  language  of  a  pleading  is  doubtful,  it  is  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader.*^ 

Especially  must  the  facts  be  positively  alleged  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  an  injunction  founded  on  the  allegations  of  his  com- 
plaint.*^ But  allegations  on  information  and  belief  are  al- 
lowable;*^ but  to  authorize  an  injunction,  the  facts  stated  on 
information  or  belief  must  be  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  one 
or  more  who  can  testify  to  such  facts  from  personal  knowledge. 
And  to  state  the  nature  and  source  of  the  information  does 
not  vitiate  an  independent  averment  of  such  facts.** 

S  107.  Facts  must  be  alleged  in  ordinary  and  concise  language. 

As  pleading  is  but  a  narration  of  the  events  which  constitute 
the  wrong  suffered,  and  a  denial  of  the  same  or  admission 
thereof  by  a  different  statement,  these  statements  must  be  made 
in  ordinary  and  concise  language;*^  that  is,  in  just  such  lan- 
guage as  men  use  in  conveying  the  knowledge  of  similar  facts 
to  one  another.  The  provision  of  the  Code  in  this  respect  is 
only  declaratory  of  the*  common  law.*^    Under  our  statute, 

"8  stringer  v.  Davis,  80  Oal.  320. 

119  Moore  v.  Beese,  30  Gal.  572. 

120  Moore  v.  Beese,  30  Cal.  570;  1  Whitt.  578. 

I  121  Crocker  v.  Baker,  3  Abb.  Pr.  182;  Levy  v.  Lay,  6  id.  90;  Ratean 

V.  Bernard,  12  How.  Pr.  464. 
:  122  j?t.  Johns  V.  Beers,  24  How.  Pr.  377;  How^l  v.  Fraaer.  1  N.  Y. 

I  Oode  R.  270. 

128  Burrowe  v.  MUlbank,  5  Abb.  Pr.  28. 

124  1  Van  Santv.  35;  Rey  v.  Simpson,  22  How.  (U.  S.)  341;  Green 

V.  Palmer,  15  Oal.  414;  De  Witt  v.  Hays,  2  id.  468;  Jones  v.  Steamer 

I  "  Oortez/'  17  id.  487;  Smith  v.  Rowe,  4  id.  6;  Coffee  v.  Emigh,  15 

Col.  184.    Brevity  in  pleadings  is  commendable,  but  It  can  not  be 
allowed  at  the  sacrifice  of  a  logical  and  complete  statement  of  the 
ultimate  facts.    Downing  v.  Ditch  Co.,  20  Col.  546. 
12B  Gladwin  v.  Stebbins,  2  Gal.  105. 
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there  are  no  words  wliich  have  one  meaning  in  a  pleading  filed 
in  an  action^  and  another  meaning  when  used  in.  common  eon- 
yersation.  It  wafi  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield  that  ^^  the  sub- 
stantial rules  of  pleading  were  founded  in  strong  sense  and  the 
soundest  and  closest  logic."  In  a  pleading  under  our  statute 
this  remark  is  eminently  applicable.  If  the  pleader  would  but 
tell  the  story  of  his  client's  wrongs  upon  paper  as  he  would  in 
private  conversation,  very  few  of  his  pleadings  would  be  demur- 
rable. For  instance,  A.  meets  B.  and  says:  '^  C.  is  indebted 
to  me  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars."  B.  asks:  '^  What 
for?*'  When  A.  answers:  "For  goods  I  sold  him  in  January 
last;  and  I  have  just  demanded  payment,  and  he  has  refused 
to  pay  me."  Here  we  have  the  whole  story  of  A.'s  vn'ongs,  and 
if  he  should  make  ^  complaint  spread  over  many  pages^  no 
further  facts  could  be  presented,  because  they  do  not  exist. 

I  198.  Facta  must  be  alleg^  with  sufficient  certainty.  The 
matter  pleaded  must  be  clearly  and  distinctly  stated,^^  so  that 
the  pleadings  may  be  understood  by  the  party  who  is  to  answer 
them.**'  The  certainty  required  in  pleading  relates  chiefly  to 
time,  place,  person  and  subject-matter.^®  Facts  must  be 
stated  with  absolute  definiteness,  and  nothing  should  be  left  for 
inference.*^ 

All  ambiguity  must  be  avoided,  as  well  as  language  of  doubt- 
ful, vague,  or  uncertain  meaning.^^^  But  mere  vagueness  is 
not  frivolousness,  and  is  to  be  corrected  by  amendment.*^*  Nor, 
as  before  remarked,  should  such  allegations  of  fact  be  stated 
argumentatively.*^  Nor  in  the  alternative.***  Nor  by  hy- 
pothesis.    Such  statements  are  improper,  for  the  court  has  to 

«•  OoQlds  PI.  72. 

w  1  Chit.  PI.  233. 

'»Gould'a  PI.  77;  Stoph.  PL  270. 

12B  Moore  ▼.  Beese,  30  Cal.  570;  People  ▼.  SupervisorB  of  Ulster. 
34  N.  Y.  268;  Ferguson  v.  Harwood,  7  Cranch.  408. 

i»l  Ohlt.  PI.  236;  Steph.  PI.  378;  Beach  v.  Bay  State  Co..  10  Abb. 
Pr.  71;  Christy  v.  Scott.  14  How.  (U.  S.)  282;  Glroux,  etc.,  Oo.  v. 
White.  21  Oreg.  435;  Hope  Min.  Co.  v.  Brown,  7  Mont.  560. 

'«  Kelly  V.  Bamett,  16  How.  Pr.  135. 

^«  Steph.  Pi.  178.  383;  Austin  v.  Parker,  13  Pick.  222. 

133  steph.  PI.  386;  Stone  v.  Graves,  8  Mo.  148;  Saiters  v.  Genin, 
10  Abb.  Pr.  478;  Ladd  v.  Ramsby,  10  Oreg.  207;  Sanford  v.  National 
Bank.  60  Hun,  484;  Iseman  v.  McMillan,  36  S.  O.  28. 
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deal  with  the  facts  in  the  cajse^  and  not  with  hypothesis.'^    But 
denials  must  in  many  eases  be  hypothetical.'^ 

If  time  is  material  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action^  it  should 
be  alleged  with  sufficient  certainty.'**  The  day  on  which  it 
is  alleged  in  the  pleading  under  a  videlicet,  that  an  act  is  done^ 
is  usually,  however,  immaterial.'*^  By  "  not  material  "  in  this 
connection  is  meant  it  may  be  departed  from  in  the  evidence.'** 
When  it  is  an  essential  point,  the  place  at  which  the  contract 
was  made  must  be  alleged.'*^  To  make  a  pleading  which  is  bad 
in  these  respects  definite  and  certain,  the  remedy  is  by  motion.'*^ 

fi  100,  Pleadings,  how  coiustrued.  It  will  be  observed  by 
what  we  have  before  said,  that  it  is  not  claimed  that  our  Code 
more  than  points  out  and  defines  certain  landmarks  by  which 
the  pleader  may  be  guided.  The  rules  of*  the  common  law  and 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  should  still  be  consulted  when  a 
question  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  pleading  arises.  And  all  ques- 
tions pertaining  to  the  common  rules  of  pleading,  not  ex- 
pressly directed  by  statute,  remain  unchanged.  But  the  Code 
of  California  (§  421)  provides:  "  That  all  forms  of  plead- 
ings in  civil  actions,  and  the  rules  by  which  the  sufficiency  of 
pleadings  is  determined,  shall  be  those  prescribed  in  this 
Code." 

In  the  construction  of  a  pleading  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining its  effect,  the  allegations  shall  be  liberally  construed, 

184  Steph.  PI.  386;  Green  v.  Palmer.  15  Oal.  414;  Wiea  v.  Fanning. 
9  How.  Pr.  543. 

185  Brown  v.  Ryckman,  12  How.  Pr.  313. 

188  People  V.  Ryder,  2  Kern.  (12  N.  Y.)  439.  The  complaint  in  an 
action  for  services  need  not  show  the  time  when  the  services  were 
rendered.  Allen  v.  Haley,  77  Cal.  575.  So,  ordinarily,  the  time 
when  facts  happen  is  not  material,  and  need  not  be  alleged  In  a 
pleading.  But-  when  essential  to  the  cause  of  action  or  defense, 
the  omission  of  the  time  renders  the  pleading  insufficient  on  de- 
murrer.   Olyde  V.  Johnson,  4  N.  Dak.  92;  see  §  319,  post. 

187  Lester  v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  460;  Lyon  v.  Clark.  8  id.  148;  Dubois 
V.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  123;  see  §  189,  ante* 

188  Andrews  v.  Chadboume,  19  Barb.  147. 

18S  See  Thatcher  v.  Morris,  11  N.  Y.  440;  also,  Vermilya  v.  Beatty, 
6  Barb.  429;  Beach  v.  Bay  State  Co.,  10  Abb.  Pr.  71. 

140  People  V.  Ryder,  12  N.  Y.  489;  Simmons  v.  Eldrldge,  29  How. 
Pr.  809;  Nash  v.  Brown,  18  Law  Jour.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  fl2;  Payne  v. 
Banner,  15  id.  227;  Marshall  v.  Powell.  8  Law  Times  (Q.  B.).  159; 
and  13  Jurist,  126.  For  remedy  by  motion,  see  voL  II,  NoCtcoi^ 
Motions,  and  Orders. 
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with  a  yiew  to  substaatial  justice  between  the  partiee.^^^  And 
with  greater  liberality  when  parties  go  to  trial  on  an  issue  of 
fact  than  when  tested  on  demurrer.^*^  As  used  in  this  con- 
nection, substantial  justice  means  substantial  legal  justice,  to 
be  ascertained  and  determined  by  fixed  rules  and  positive  stat- 
ntes.^^  That  allegations  should  be  liberally  construed  does  not 
mean  that  the  onussion  of  substantial  averments  should  be 
disregarded;^^  since  the  law  will  not  assume  anything  in  favor 
of  a  party,  which  he  has  not  averred.**** 

i«  Cal.  CJode  av.  Pro.,  S  452;  N.  Y.  Code  CMv.  Pro.,  S  159;  1  Van 
SantT.  775;  1  Whitt  Pr.  506;  AUen  v.  Patteraon.  7  N.  T.  476;  57  Am. 
Dec  542;  Simmons  v.  Slsson.  26  N.  T.  204;  Blackmer  v.  Thomas, 
28  id.  67;  Yertore  v.  Wiswell,  16  How.  Pr.  8;  Marshali  v.  Shafter, 
32  OaL  176;  Ingraham  v.  Lyon,  105  Id.  254;  Wessels  v.  Oarr,  38 
N.  T.  Supp.  600;  Butterworth  v.  O'Brien,  24  How.  Pr.  488;  Simmons 
T.  Eldridge,  29  id.  30G;  StockweU  v.  Wager.  30  id.  271;  Ford  v. 
Ames,  36  Hun,  571;  Bowe  v.  WlHtlns,  105  N.  Y.  328;  Orr  Water 
I>iteh  Gou  ▼.  Reno  Water  Oo.,  10  Nev.  60;  Sullivan  v.  Dunphy.  4 
Mont  400;  but  see  Burke  v.  'Hiome,  44  Barb.  363. 

i«WMte  V.  Spacer,  14  N.  Y.  247;  St  John  v.  Nwlhrup.  23  Barb. 
26;  Gady  v.  AUen,  22  id.  394;  Bennett  v.  Judson,  21  N.  Y.  238; 
Stutsman  County  v.  Mansfield,  5  Dak.  78;  or  on  motion:  Wall  v. 
BBiTalo  Water  Works,  18  N.  Y.  119;  Lounabury  v.  Purdy,  id.  515; 
Bank  of  Havana  v.  Magee,  20  id.  356.  In  Famsworth  v.  Holder- 
man,  3  Weet  Coast  Rep.  342,  the  court  thus  stated  this  rule:  **  The 
contract  offered  and  read  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  was  meagerly 
Mt  forth  in  the  ccmiplaint;  and  It  is  quite  clear  that  under  the 
common-law  rules  of  pleading  it  could  not  properly  have  been  ad- 
mitted in  evidence;  as  under  that  system,  Justice  between  the  parties 
was  oftMi  secondary  to  a  strictly  technical  adherence  to  the  doc- 
trine that  '  the  i»x)ofs  must  correspond  with  the  allegations.'  But 
recent  statutes  have  displaced  this  system  of  technicalities,  and 
introduced  more  equitable  rules,  requiring  the  allegations  of  plead- 
lagB  to  be  UberaUy  construed,  with  a  view  to  substantial  Justice 
between  the  parties.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  complaint  contain.  In 
ordinary  and  concise  language  and  reasonable  certainty,  allega- 
tions ot  such  constitutive  facts  as  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
and  maintain  his  case,  and  give  the  defendant  opportunity  to  meet 
and  controvert  the  alleged  facts  reUed  upon  by  the  plaintiff.  To 
iaaore  this  express  command  of  the  statutes  by  an  adherence  to 
the  system  which  they  were  intended  to  abrogate,  would  be  a 
wanton  iiegl<»et  of  a  plain  rule  of  law  and  duty." 

itf  StereoB  v.  Ross,  1  Gal.  95. 

i«4  Koenig  V.  Nott.  2  Hilt  325;  l^>ear  v.  Downing,  34  Barb.  528; 
12  Abb.  Pr.  437.  • 

>«Cmger  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  12  N.  Y.  201.  The  character 
of  a  pleading  la  determined  by  its  averments^  and  not  by  the  name 

22 
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S  190a.  The  same  —  continued.  Under  the  Washington  Code, 
pleadings  must  be  liberally  construed,  and  it  is  no  longer  the 
rule  that  a  pleading  must  be  most  strongly  construed  against 
the  pleader.  A  suitor  is  not  to  be  turned  out  of  court,  if  by 
making  all  reasonable  intendments  in  his  layor,  enough  can 
be  seized  hold  of  in  his  pleadings  to  show  that  he  has  rights 
which  ought  to  be  enforced.^*®  In  Oregon,  a  parly's  pleading 
is  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  himself,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  its  sufficiency.^*^  In  thei  absence  of  a 
special  demurrer,  if  a  complaint  or  any  allegation  of  the  com- 
plaint is  capable  of  different  constructions,  that  which  the 
plaintiff  gives  it,  or  which  the  court  finds  necessary  to  support 
the  action  will  be  given,  and  the  pleading  must  be  construed 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  its  effect  with  a  view  to  sub- 
stantial justice  between  the  parties.^*®  Where  the  language 
of  a  pleading  is  ambiguous,  it  is  held  that  the  pleading  is  to 
be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  pleader.^*®  But  the  pre- 
sumption against  the  pleader  does  not  require  him  to  antici- 
pate matters  of  defense,  or  to  negative  the  existence  of  all  other 
facts  whatsoever.^*^  The  construction  of  the-  pleadings  is  tlie 
duty  of  the  court,  and  it  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  leave  it  for  them  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  answer  denies  certain  allegations  of  the  complaint.***  After 
verdict,  when  no  motion  has  been  made  to  make  more  definite 
and  certain,  the  pleadings  will  be  liberally  construed  to  sus- 
tain the  judgment.*** 

given  to  it  Seho<4  Commissioners  v.  Center  Township,  14S  Ind. 
391. 

1^  Isaacs  V.  HoUand,  4  Wash.  St  54;  Chambers  v.  Hoover,  3 
Wash.  Ter.  107;  see,  also,  Cook  v.  W^arren,  88  N.  Y.  37;  Crooks  v. 
Finney.  39  Ohio  St  57;  Mulock  v.  Wilson,  19  Col.  296;  ^Ivis  v. 
Sylvis,  11  id.  319. 

MTKohn  V.  Hinshaw,  17  Greg.  308;  Pursel  v.  Deal,  16  id.  295; 
to  same  effect,  see  Hays  v.  Steiger,  76  Cal.  555;  Potter  v.  Fowaer, 
78  id.  403;  Holt  v.  Pearson.  12  Utah,  63. 

148  Ryan  v.  Jacques,  108  Cal.  280;  and  see  Wagoner  v.  Wilson,  106 
Ind.  210;  McGee  v.  Long,  83  Ga.  156. 

140  People  V.  Wong  Wang,  92  Cal.  278;  McKay  v.  McKenna,  ITS 
Penn.  St  581 ;  and  see  Smith  v.  Buttner,  90  Cal.  95. 

180  jaffe  v.  Lilienthal,  86  Cal.  91;  Woodroof  v.  Howes,  88  id.  185. 

iBi  Taylor  v.  Middleton,  67  Cal.  656. 

IBS  Johnson  v.  Ledhhard,  1  Wash.  St  664;  Fisk  v.  Henarie»  1$ 
Ores.  156. 
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Words  used  in  a  pleading  should  ordinarily  be  construed  in 
their  popular  sense. ^'^  Various  examples  of  the  meanings 
which  have  been  given  to  certain  words  and  phrases  in  com- 
mon use  in  pleadings  are  given  in  the  note.^^ 

iBsi  Chit  238;  Backus  y.  Richardson,  5  Johns.  476;  Woodberry 
r.  Sackrlder,  2  Abb.  Pr.  405;  Mann  v.  More  wood,  5  Sandf.  557; 
Woolnoth  v.  Meadows,  5  East,  463;  Roberts  v.  Camden,  9  Id.  93; 
Respublica  y.  De  Longchamps,  1  Dail.  Ill;  Rue  v.  Mitchell,  2  id. 
50;  Brown  v.  Lamberton,  2  Blnney,  37;  Pelton  v.  Ward,  3  Gaines, 
76;  City  of  Rock  Island  y.  Guinely,  126  lU.  408.  The  subject  is 
fnlly  discussed  in  Walton  v.  Singleton,  7  Serg.  &  R.  44&. 

^^  Acceptance  implies  a  due  acceptance.  Graham  v.  Machado,  6 
Duer,  514;  Bank  of  LowviUe  v.  Edwards,  11  How.  Pr.  216.  Allega- 
tion that  certain  drafts  were  accepted  by  a  corporation,  by  their 
treasurer,  includes  an  averment  of  authority  in  the  treasurer  to 
accept  Partridge  v.  Badger,  25  Barb.  146.  Agreed-— ThB.t  a  party 
*" agreed**  to  do  a  certain  thing  must  be  taken  to  mean  that  he 
agreed  in  a  valid  and  legal  manner,  as  where  a  writing  would  be 
necessary  to  constitute  a  valid  agreement,  such  allegation  will  be 
taken  to  mean  ttiat  he  agreed  in  writing.  Jenldnson  v.  Gity  of 
VermiUion,  3  8.  Dak.  238.  Continuance  of  ownership  wlU  be  pre- 
fliimed  where  the  allegation  states  ownership  on  a  certain  day.  Van 
Rensselaer  v.  Bonesteel,  24  Barb.  366.  Conversion  implies  a  wrong- 
ful conversion.  Young  v.  Gooper,  20  Law  Jour.  (Ex.)  136;  6  Ex.  62. 
Dfft'vfry.— Allegations  of  making  a  written  instrument  imply  de- 
Uvery.  1  Ohit.  PI.  364;  citing  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  662;  Prindle 
V.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  426;  I^fayette  Ins.  Go.  v.  Rogers,  30  Barb. 
481.  Eniry  on  lands  means  lawful  entry.  Turner  v.  McCarthy,  4 
E.  D.  Smith.  ^8.  Indorsed  means  lawfully  indorsed.  Mechanics* 
Bank  Assn.  ▼.  Spring  Val.  Shot  Go.,  25  Barb.  419;  Price  v.  McGlave, 
6  Ducr,  544;  Bank  of  Geneva  v.  Gulick,  8  How.  Pr.  51.  And  in- 
cludes delivery.  Bank  of  LowvUle  v.  Edwards,  11  How.  Pr.  216. 
Lease  m  writing.—  A  lease  said  to  be  in  writing  must  be  taken  to  be 
a  parol  lease.  Vemam  v.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  332.  And  an  agreement 
for  quiet  enjoyment  is  implied  from  its  terms.  Mayor  of  New  York 
T.  Mable,  13  N.  Y.  151;  64  Am.  Dec.  538;  Tone  v.  Brace,  11  Paige, 
^66.  Negligence.—  Negligence  includes  gross  as  well  as  ordinary 
negligence.  Nolton  v.  West  R.  R.  Gorp.,  15  N.  Y.  450;  Edgerton  v. 
New  York  &  Har.  R.  R.  Co.,  35  Barb.  389.  No  award  implies 
no  raUd  award.  Dresser  v.  Stansfield,  14  M.  &  W.  822;  and  "  no 
memorial,"  no  valid  memorial.  Hicks  v.  Gracknell.  3^  id.  77. 
Overpayment  means  an  overpayment  in  money.  Mann  v.  Morewood, 
5  Sandf.  557.  Possession  implies  legal  possession.  23  Ind.  548. 
Signed  meaois  made,  when  applied  to  a  promissory  note.  Price  v. 
McClave,  6  Duer,  544;  Bank  of  Geneva  v.  Gulick,  8  How.  Pr.  51. 
Subscnptiem  to  stock.— '^haX  the  defendants  subscribed  to  so  many 
shares  of  stock  impUea  that  they  were  the  owners  of  and  entitled 
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i  800.  The  same  — verified  pleadings.  A  verified  pleading 
muBt  be  construed  so  as  to  make  all  its  parts  harmonize,  if  pos- 
sible, with  each  other.*^  And  the  entire  pleading  must  be 
considered  together.*** 

The  averment  which  bears  most  strongly  against  the  pleader 
will  be  taken  as  true.**^  But  the  liberal  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, in  facilitating  amendments  to  pleadings,  have  somewhat 
modified  the  maxim  that  pleadings  should  be  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader,  as  laid  down  by  standard  authors; 
and  which,  subject  to  such  modification,  has  been  declared  as 
still  the  rule  of  construction.*** 

It  is  presumed  that  every  person  states  his  case  as  favorably 
to  himself  as  possible.*^®  And  yet  the  language  of  a  pleading 
is  to  have  a  reasonable  intendment  and  construction.*^ 

So,  if  a  pleading  has  on  its  face  two  intendments,  it  ought 
to  be  construed  by  this  rule.*®*  But  where  an  expression  is 
capable  of  different  meanings,  that  meaning  should  be  taken 
which  will  support  the  allegation,  and  not  the  one  which 

to  those  Bhares.  Oswego  &  Syracuse  Plank  Road  Oo.  v.  Bust,  5 
How.  Pr.  390.  Taking  means  an  unlawful  taking.  Ohilds  ▼.  Hart, 
7  Barb.  372.  Unlawful,  wrongful,  are  conclusions  of  law.  Payne  & 
Dewey  v.  Treadwell,  16  Gal.  220.  When  used  in  connection  with 
issuable  facts,  though  they  do  not  vitiate  a  pleading,  are  surplusage, 
and  had  better  be  omitted.  MUes  v.  McDermott,  31  Cal.  271;  Hal* 
leek  V.  Mixer,  16  id.  575.  Writing  obligatory.—  At  common  law,  the 
term  "  writing  obligatory  "  in  a  pleading  imports  a  sealed  instru- 
ment.   Clark  V.  Phillips,  Hempst  294. 

iM  Ryie  V.  Harrington,  4  Abb.  Pr.  421. 

iM  Farrish  v.  Goon,  40  Oal.  33;  Allemany  v.  Petaluma,  38  id.  563; 
4  East,  502;  Beach  v.  BerdeU,  2  Duer,  327;  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb. 
575. 

167  BeU  V.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671;  Trisconny  v.  Orr,  49  id.  612. 

158  Dickinson  v.  Magulre,  9  Gal,  46;  Moore  v.  Besse,  30  id.  570; 
Eingsley  v.  Bill,  9  Mass.  198;  Doane  v.  Badger,  12  id.  69;  Star 
Steamship  Oo.  v.  Mitchell,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  396. 

15©  1  Chit.  PI.  241;  Co.  Litt  303;  Fuller  v.  Hampton,  6  Conn.  422. 
The  failure  to  aver  material  facts  in  a  verlded  complaint  must  be 
construed  as  implying  that  th^  do  not  exist,  and,  therefore,  could 
not  be  averred  in  a  complaint  under  oath.  Callahan  v.  Loughran, 
102  Cal.  476. 

leoi  Chit  PI.  237;  Com.  Dig.  PI.  (C.)  25;  Hastings  v.  Wood,  13 
Johns.  482. 

161  United  States  v.  Linn.  1  How.  (U.  B.)  104;  17  Pet  (U.  8.)  8B; 
compare  K«rr  v.  Force,  8  Qrandi,  & 
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would  defeat  it.^^  And  when  a  word  has  two  meanings  in  law 
differing  in  degree  merely,  it  will  be  understood  in  its  larger 
«e]ise,  unless  it  appears  to  be  nsed  in  its  narrower  sense.^^ 

Doubtful  language  is  construed  most  strongly  against  the 
pleader/**  unless  confessed  to  be  ambiguous^  with  a  request  on 
the  part  of  the  pleader  to  be  allowed  to  amend.***  Where  it  is 
doubtful  on  which  the  pleader  intends  to  rely,  tort  or  contract, 
that  construction  should  prevail  which  is  most  unfavorable  to 
the  pleader.*** 

This  rule,  however,  does  not  require  such  a  construction  to 
be  given  as  will  make  the  pleading  absurd.**^  The  demand  for 
judgment,  and  the  summons,  may  in  such  cases  be  consulted.*** 

Allegations  in  the  present  tense  in  a  verified  pleading  must 
be  deemed  as  relating  to  the  date  of  verification.***  If  the 
allegations  of  a  defense  are  pertinent  to  the  controversy,  their 
sufficiency  can  only  be  tested  on  demurrer  or  on  the  trial.*^* 

A  general  allegation,  followed  by  a  specific  one,  is  governed 
by  the  latter.  The  latter  clause  of  the  sentence  explains  and 
restricts  the  former  part;*^*  and  an  averment  of  a  legal  conclu- 
sion at  variance  with  an  admitted  fact  wiU  be  disregarded.*^^ 
And  such  averment^  without  any  fact  to  warrant  it,  is  always 
disregarded. 

J«l,  Chit.  287;  Vernon  v.  Keyes,  4  Taunt  402;  Gage  v.  Acton. 
1  Salk.  325;  The  King  v.  Stephens,  5  East,  24A,  257;  12  id.  279; 
Bender  v.  DiclLen,  27  Miss.  (5  Onsta.)  252. 

la  Mmer  v.  Miller,  33  Oal.  353. 

i««Steph.  PI.  378;  1  Chit.  237;  Moore  v.  Besse,  90  Cal.  570;  Bates 
T.  Roselcrans*  23  How.  Pr.  98;  Bidder  v.  Whitlock,  12  id.  208. 

i«  Nevada  &  Sacramento  Oonnty  Canal  Co.  v.  Kidd,  28  Cal.  673; 
€hipman  ▼.  Emeric.  5  id.  49;  63  Am.  Dec.  80. 

i«  Bidder  v.  WhiUock,  12  How.  Pr.  212;  Munger  v.  Hess.  28  Barb. 
75;  see  City  of  Bock  Island  v.  Ouinely.  126  ni.  406;  Bandall  v. 
Van  Wagenen.  115  N.  Y.  527;  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  828;  Purcell  v.  Bail- 
road  Cbt,  108  N.  O.  414. 

i«7i  Obit  237;  Marshall  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176;  Lorraine  v.  Long. 
6  id.  462. 

i«  Sellar  ▼.  Sage,  12  How.  Pr.  531;  Bodgers  v.  Bodgers.  11  Barb. 
SeS;  Chambers  v.  Le^is,  2  Hilt  591. 

ii»  Wheeler  v.  Heermans,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  597;  Bice  v.  O'Connor,  10 

Abb.  Pr.  362L 

Tn  Carpenter  v.  BeU,  19  Abb.  Pr.  258. 

m  Hatch  ▼.  Peet,  23  Barb.  584;  Wild  v.  Oregon  Short  Line.  etc.. 
R.  B.  Co.,  21  Greg.  159;  Indianapolis,  etc.,  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  102 

lDd.354. 
m  Jones  v.  Shoenix  Bank,  8  N.  Y.  235;  Bobinson  v.  Stewart,  10 

Id.  189. 
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I  201.  Implied  adznisaioxui  in  pleadings.  A  failure  to  an- 
swer is  an  admission  of  every  issuable  fact  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  of  those  only.^^^  But  such  failure  to  answer  does  not 
admit  anything  contained  in  the  answer  of  a  codefendant.*^'' 

fi  202.  AdmlMions  by  demurrer  and  anawer.  A  demurrer 

admits  the  truth  of  such  facts  as  are  issuable  and  well  pleaded, 
but  not  the  conclusions  drawn  therefrom.  A  demurrer  to  the 
answer  to  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandate  is  an  admission  of 
the  matters  averred  in  the  answer.^*^^  Every  material  allegation 
in  the  complaint,  not  controverted  by  the  anawer  thereto,  shall, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  be  taken  as  true.^^*  The  failure 
to  deny  is  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  such  allegations,  and 
such  admission  is  conclusive.*"  So  when  the  answer  contains 
a  cross-complaint,  the  matters  therein  alleged  will  be  taken 
as  confessed,  if  not  replied  to.*^^  But  immaterial  allegations 
require  no  denial,  and  are  not  admitted  by  such  failure  to  deny 
them.*^  Nor  averments  of  mere  evidence.***  The  statement 
of  any  new  matter  in  the  answer,  in  avoidance,  or  constituting 
a  defense  or  counterclaim,  must  on  the  trial  be  deemed  contro- 
verted by  the  opposite  party;*®*  as  a  plea  of  infancy,*®*  or  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.*®®  If  a  complaint  is  sworn  to,  a  general 
denial  in  the  answer  thereto  admits  all  the  material  allegations 
thereof;  the  denial  should  be  specific.*®*     And  where  the  admis- 

173  Doll  V.  Good,  38  Cal.  287;  De  Godey  v.  De  Godey,  89  id.  157; 
Bradbury  v.  Oronise,  46  Id.  287;  Coffman  v.  Brown,  2  West  Coast 
Rep.  98. 

174  Woodworth  v.  BeUows,  4  How.  Pr.  24. 

nsMiddleton  v.  Low,  80  Cal.  506:  Branham  v.  Mayor  of  San 
Jose,  24  id.  602w  Whether  anythinj?  more  than  the  exact  allegations 
of  a  complaint  on  demurrer  are  admitted,  see  Lyon  v.  City  of 
Brooklyn,  28  Barb.  612;  for  further  authorities,  consult  Demurrer, 
vol.  2. 

176  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  462. 

177  Doll  V.  Good,  38  Cal.  287;  Oampe  v.  Lassen,  67  id.  130;  Pomeroy 
y.  Gregory,  66  id.  572;  Grossini  v.  Perazzo,  66  id.  544;  Mergulr^  ▼. 
O'Donnell,  103  id.  50. 

178  Herald  v.  Smith,  34  Cal.  125. 

i7»Canfiold  v.  Tobias,  21  Cal.  349;  Oechs  v:  Cook,  8  Duer,  161. 

180  Racoulllat  v.  Rene,  32  Cal.  450. 

181  Cal.  Code  Glv.  Pro.,  §  462;  and  see  In  re  Garcelon,  104  Cal.  570; 
Sterling  v.  Smith,  97  id.  343,  346. 

182  Hodges  V.  Hunt,  22  Barb.  150. 

183  Esseltyn  t.  Weeks,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  116;  12  N.  Y.  635;  see,  also,. 
Cutler  V.  Wright,  22  N.  Y.  472;  McKenzie  v.  Farrell.  4  Bosw.  193. 

184  Pico  V.  Collmas,  32  Cal.  578;  Landers  v.  Bolton,  26  id.  303. 
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sioDs  in  the  answer  negative  its  general  denials,  the  latter  may  be 
disregarded.^^  A  specific  denial  of  one  or  more  allegations  is  an 
admission  of  all  others  well  pleaded.  ^^  So,  also,  a  denial  of 
value  alleged  is  an  admission  of  any  value  less  than  the  amount 
all^d.**'  Literal  and  conjunctive  denials  are  bad,  Where 
allegations  are  compoimd,  and  are  denied  as  a  whole  in  the 
exact  language  of  the  complaint,  the  allegation  will  be  deemed 
admitted.^ 

• 

§  208.  Admissions  by  want  of  verifications.  In  California, 
if  the  answer  be  not  verified,  the  genuineness  and  due  execution 
of  the  written  instrument,  of  which  complaint  contains  a  copy, 
shall  be  deemed  admitted,  whether  the  complaint  be  verified  or 
not.*^  ,  This  is  confined  to  those  who  are  alleged  to  have  signed 
the  instrument.  An  administrator  need  not  deny  the  signature 
of  the  intestate  under  oath;^*^  and  when  the  defense  to  an  action 
is  founded  on  a  written  instrument  embodied  in  the  answer,  the 
genuineness  and  due  execution  of  the  instrument  shall  be 
deemed  admitted,  unless  an  affidavit  be  filed  denying  the  same.^*'^ 
But  the  due  execution  of  the  instrument  shall  not  be  deemed 
admitted,  unless  the  party  controverting  the  same  is  upon  de- 
mand permitted  to  inspect  the  original.*®^  A  paper  attached 
to  a  complaint  as  an  exhibit,  purporting  to  be  an  admission  of 
agency,  is  not  an  admission,  if  the  answer  denies  the  agency.^®' 
Exhibits  attached  to  an  answer  need  no  further  verification  than 
what  arises  from  the  averments  in  the  answer,  that  they  are 
copies.*** 

{  904.  Bftect  of  admissions.  No  proof  is  required  of  facts 
admitted  or  not  denied,*®*  except  for  an  amount  of  unliquidated 

iw  Fremont  v.  Seals.  18  CW.  433. 

i«  De  Ro  V.  Oordes,  4  Oal.  117. 

w  Towdy  T.  EUis,  22  Oal.  651. 

i«  Blood  V.  Light  31  Oal.  115;  Woodworth  v.  Knowiton.  22  Id. 
IW:  Blankman  v.  VaUeJo.  15  Id.  638;  Smith  v.  Richmond,  Id.  501; 
I>oU  V.  Good,  38  id.  287. 

J»Cal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  S  447;  Sacramento  Oo.  v.  Bird,  31  Oal.  73; 
Barnett  t.  Steams,  33  id.  468. 

!«•  Heath  V.  Lent,  1  Cal.  411. 

J«  Cal.  Code,  §  44a 

^  Id.,  §  449. 

^«Oarfleld  v.  Knight's  Ferry  &  Tab.  Mt  Water  Co.,  14  Cal.  87. 

»•  Ely  V.  Frisbie.  17  Oal.  250. 

^»  Tuolumne  Redemption  Co.  v.  Patterson,  18  Cal.  416;  Patterson 
T.  Ely,  19  id.  28;  Fanckner  t.  Rondoni,  104  Id.  140;  Gruhu  v.  Stan- 


§  206  ANALYSIS  OP   PLEADIKOB.  176 

9 

damagea^^  On  siich  admiBfiion^  the  (mt<j  of  pn>ymg  his  affirms 
live  allegations  will  be  thrown  on  the  defendant.^^  An  ad- 
mission in  the  answer  that  defendant  receiyed  money  to 
plaintiffs  use^  and  refused  to  pay  the  same  on  demand,  does  not 
preclude  evidence  of  payment  if  payment  is  set  up  in,  the 
answer.^^  But  an  admission  in  one  plea  does  not  operate  as  an 
admission  in  respect  to  an  issue  presented  in  another.^^  Where 
there  are  several  defenses  in  an  answer^  an  admission  made  in 
'  one  is  not  an  admission  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  case.  It  does 
not  destroy  the  effect  of  a  denial  of  the  matter  thus  admitted 
in  another  answer.*^  When  an  ultimate  fact  is  admitted,  pro- 
bative facts,  tending  to  establish,  modify,  or  overcome  it  will  not 
be  considered.^*  So  an  admission  of  indebtedness  implies  a 
promise  to  pay.^*® 

fi  205.  Variance  and  defects.  Although,  as  heretofore  stated, 
the  rule  is  well  established  that  the  allegata  and  probata  must 
correspond,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case  as  alleged 
in  his  complaint,*®  the  Codes  imiformly  provide  that  an  error 
or  defect  that  does  not  affect  a  substantial  right  shall  be  dis- 
regarded.*^ This  provision  of  the  Code  has  been  most  bene- 
ficial in  doing  away  with  the  technicalities  of  the  common  law, 
and  should  be  liberally  construed.**  And  a  disregard  of  a  vari- 
ance may  be  held  equivalent  to  an  amendment  at  the  trial- 


ley,  02  Id.  86;  In  re  Doyle,  73  id.  661.    A  fact  thus  admitted  can 
not  be  controverted.    Kutcher  v.  Love,  19  Ool.  642. 
i»6  Stuart  V.  BinsBO,  10  Boew.  436. 

197  Thompson  v.  Lee,  8  Oal.  276. 

198  McDonald  v.  Davidson,  30  Oal.  174. 
190  Fowler  v.  Davenport.  21  Tex.  626. 

200  siter  V.  Jewett,  33  Cal.  92. 

201  Mulford  V.  BBtudlUov  32  Cal.  131. 

202  Levlnson  v.  Schwartz,  22  Cal.  229.  The  rule  that  each  party 
to  a  contest  of  the  right  to  purchase  state  lands  Is  an  actor,  and 
nuist  set  forth  in  his  pleadings  and  show  by  his  proofs  that  he  has 
strictly  complied  with  the  law,  does  not  change  the  role  thai 
material  allegations  not  denied  must  be  taken  as  tme.  Prentice  ▼. 
Miller,  82  OaL  670. 

208  Oould*8  PI.  160;  Stout  v.  Coffin,  28  Cal.  66;  Hathaway  v.  Ryan. 
35  id.  188;  Tomlinson  v.  Monroe,  41  id.  94;  Brewster  v.  Orosaland, 
2  Oel.  App.  446. 

204  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  475;  Ooi.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  |  81;  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  723;  Oreg.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  104. 

206  Began  v.  O'Reilly,  32  Cal.  11. 

306Miilliken  v.  Hull,  5  Oal.  245;  Coleman  v.  Playsted,  86 
26;  Smith  v.  Roe,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  502. 
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A  yariance  between  the  pleadings  and  proofs  if  it  be  not  a 
material  variance,  that  is,  one  which  has  actually  misled  the 
adverse  party  to  his  prejudice,  shall  not  be  regarded.^^  But 
where  the  allegations  in  a  pleading  to  which  the  proof  is  di- 
rected remain  unproved  in  its  entire  scope  and  meaning,  it  is 
not  a  case  of  variance  to  be  disregarded,  and  an  amendment  will 
not  be  allowed  unless  it  clearly  appear  to  be  in  furtherance  of 
jufltice  to  allow  it.**  If  evidence  is  offered  by  the  plaintiff  at 
variance  with  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  tiie  counsel 
for  the  defense  does  not  object  to  it  at  the  time,  nor  move  to 
strike  it  out  upon  the  ground  of  variance,  this  error  is  waived.*'^ 
As  illustrations  as  to  what  constitutes  a  material  or  immaterial 
departure  between  the  pleadings  and  the  proofs,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  complaint  must  agree  with  the  summons  in  the 
description  of  the  parties.^*^  On  the  contrary  it  waa  held  in 
Xev  Hampshire,  that  the  description  of  the  defendants  as  part- 
ners under  a  particular  name  or  firm  in  the  writ,  is  not  an  aver- 
ment that  they  promised  by  that  name.  Proof  of  the  promise 
by  another  name  is,  therefore,  not  a  variance.^^  It  was  held  in 
New  York,  that  a  complaint  setting  forth  a  conversion  by  the 
defendant,  of  money  deposited  with  him,  and  demanding  the 
amount  of  such  money,  is  not  a  variance  from  a  summons  for  a 
money  demand  on  contract.^*  So  it  has  been  held  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  that  a  variance  between  plead- 
ings and  findings  will  not  be  regarded  where  there  is  no  allega- 
tion that  the  findings  were  unwarranted  by  the  proofs.***    And 

awoal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §S  469-471;  Began  v.  O'RelUy.  32  Cal.  11: 
Plate  y.  Vega,  31  Id.  383;  Lettmon  v.  Rltz,  3  Sandf.  734;  Dunn  v. 
Durant  9  Daly,  391;  Engel  v.  Hardt.  56  Wis.  456. 

a»  Egert  v.  Wicker,  10  How.  Pr.  193;  OatUn  v.  Hansen,  1  Duer, 

*»Boyce  v.  California  Stage  Co.,  25  Cal.  471;  Bell  v.  Knowlee, 
45  id.  193:  King  v.  De  Coursey,  8  Col.  463;  McDermott  v.  Grimm, 
4  Cd.  App.  39;  Siblla  v.  Balmey,  34  Ohio  St.  399;  Cummings  v. 
Petsch,  41  Minn.  115;  Ooates  v.  First  Nat.  Banlt.  91  N.  Y.  31;  Gillies 
r.  ImproTement  Ca,  147  id.  420.  A  variance  may  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  either  by  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  of 
a  cause  of  action  not  pleaded,  or  by  motion  for  nonsuit.  Elmore  v. 
Elmore,  114  Cal.  516;  and  see  Barrere  v.  Gomps,  113  id.  97. 

210  Blanehard  v.  Strait,  8  How.  Pr.  83;  Tattle  v.  Smith,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
336;  Allen  v.  Allen.  14  How.  Pr.  248. 

ai  Brown  v.  Jewett,  18  N.  H.  230. 

212  Goff  v.  Bdgerton,  18  Abb.  Pr.  381. 

»•  Railroad  Co.  v.  Lindsay,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  6C50. 
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where,  in  an  action  against  a  common  carrier  for  not  complying 
with  a  contract  to  carry  or  deliver  a  draft,  the  complaint  alleged 
that  it  was  signed  "  John  Q.  Jackson/'  the  proof  showed  that  it 
was  signed  "John  Q.  Jackson,  Agent,"  it  was  held,  that  the 
variance  was  immaterial.^*    A  variance  in  the  evidence  from 
the  pleadings  which  does  not  surprise  or  injure  either  party, 
does  not  affect  their  substantial  rights.^^    And  when  a  party 
alleges  that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  allegations  of  a  plead- 
ing and  the  proof,  it  will  be  deemed  immaterial,  and  is  to  be 
disregarded  unless  the  adverse  party  has  been  actually  misled 
to  his  prejudice  by  such  variance,  and  that  fact  must  be  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court.^®    And  it  is  neither  necessary 
nor  proper  to  Anticipate,  in  a  complaint,  circumstances  which 
may  transpire  at  the  trial,  and  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  a 
variance  between  the  case  made  on  the  trial  and  that  stated  in 
the  complaint,  when  produced  in  this  way.^^    Under  a  com- 
plaint charging  the  defendant  as  a  common  carrier,  no  recovery 
can  be  had  upon  proof  of  a  liability  as  a  private  carrier  only.*** 
So,  an  alleged  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  is 
not  sustained  by  proof  of  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  defendant, 
to  be  sold  on  commission.^®    A  claim  of  lien  for  materials  fur- 
nished must  state  the  facts  required  by  statute,  but  need  not 
state  what  relation  the  person  to  whom  they  were  furnished 
bore  to  the  owner,  or  whether  he  had  authority  to  bind  the 

214  Zelgler  v.  WeUs,  Fargo  &  Co.,  28  Cal.  263.  Instances  of  im- 
material variance.  See  Kennedy  v.  Ourrie,  3  Wash.  SL  442;  Pencil 
V.  Homes  Ins.  Oo.,  Id.  485;  Thompson  v.  Crockett,  19  Nev.  3M2; 
Hitchcock  V.  McElrath,  72  Cal.  565;  In  copy  of  complaint;  Fraser 
V.  Oakdale  Lumber,  etc.,  Co.,  73  Id.  187;  negligence;  Ahem  t. 
Oregon  Telephone  Co.,  24  Oreg.  276.  Where  &  complaint  describes 
a  judgment  as  rendered  for  costs  in  the  sum  of  $19.30,  and  the 
Judgment  offered  in  evidence  was  rendered  for  $18.30,  the  variance 
is  Immaterial.  Ritchie  v.  Carpenter,  2  Wash.  St.  512.  Matesial 
variance.    See  Barrere  v.  Gomps.  113  Cal.  97. 

215  Salazar  v.  Taylor,  18  Col.  538. 

216  North  Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Oo.  v.  Sitebbins,  3  S.  Dak.  540;  Stolcee 
V.  Brown,  20  Oreg.  530.  When  the  allegation  Is  unproved,  not  in 
some  particular  or  particulars  only  but  in  its  entire  scope  and  mean* 
ing,  it  Is  not  deemed  a  variance,  but  a  failure  of  proof.    Id. 

217  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones,  16  Col.  515;  Minzesheimer  ▼.  Brians,. 
37  N.  Y.  Supp.  281. 

218  Honeyman  v.  Oregon,  etc.,  B.  R.  06.,  18  Oreg.  362. 

210  Evans  v.  Bailey,  66  Cal.  112.    But  proof  of  a  sale  and  rmrtlnn^ 
TO  deliver  will  sustain  an  allegation  of  sale  and  delivery. 
V,  Carter,  101  Ind.  460. 
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owner,  or  to  entitle  the  materialman  to  a  lien.    And  where  the 
claim  for  a  lien  states  that  the  material  was  furnished  to  a 
contractor  or  subcontractor,  naming  him,  the  claimant  may 
upon  foreclosure  of  the  lien  aver  facts  showing  that  the  con- 
tract with  the  owner  was  void,  and  that  he  is  deemed  under 
the  statute  to  have  furnished  the  materials  to  the  owner,  and 
there  is  no  material  variance  between  the  claim  of  lien  and  such 
iverments.^*^     In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  caused  by  fire,  the  complaint  alleged 
that  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  fire  from  its 
locomotives  was  suffered  to  escape  and  did  escape,  and  by  reason 
thereof  came  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  causing  the  injury 
complained  of,  and  the  evidence  was  that  the  fire  commenced 
on  the  land  of  another,  from  which  it  spread  to  the  land  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  variance.^^     A  judg- 
ment can  not  be  sustained  upon  appeal,  when  the  case  proved 
and  found  is  not  the  case  made  by  the  complaint,  although 
another  good  cause  of  action  may  appear  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff.***   Further  examples  of  material  and  immaterial  variances 
are  given  in  the  notes.^** 

so  Lumber  Ck>.  v.  Gottschalk,  81  Oal.  640;  and  see  Hagman  v. 
Williams,  88  Id.  146,  variance  between  complaint  and  record. 

»  Butcher  v.  Vaca  Valley,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ck>.,  67  Cal.  518. 

2a  Bryan  v.  Tormey,  84  Oal.  126;  and  see  Bender  v.  Bender,  14 
Oreg.  353;  Jackson  v.  Miner,  101  lU.  550.  Material  variance  between 
snmmons  and  complaint.  8ee  St.  Paul  Harvester  Oo.  v.  Forbreg, 
2  S.  Dak.  357;  Haynes  v.  McKee,  18  Mlsc,  (N.  Y.)  361. 

^^  Consideration-— It  is  not  a  variance  if,  upon  the  consideration 
stated  in  the  count,  it  is  proved  that  the  defendant  undertook  to 
do  an  act  In  addition  to  that,  the  nonperformance  of  which  is 
itated  in  the  count.  MorriU  v.  Richey,  18  N.  H.  295.  A  written 
agreem^it  in  this  form:  "Borrowed  and  received  of  A.,  two  hun- 
dred and  sixty  doUars,  which  I  promise  to  pay  on  demand,  with 
interest;'*  imports  a  consideration  on  its  face;  and  if  the  defendant 
in  an  action  upon  it  has  Introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
It  was  given  without  consideratiim,  the  plaintiff  may  prove 
that  it  was  given  in  payment  of  a  debt  of  a  third  person^ 
although  there  Is  no  averment  to  that  effect  in  the  declarar 
tion.  Plate  v.  Vega,  31  Cal.  383;  Cochran  v.  Duty,  8  Allen 
^asB.),  324.  A  complaint  aUeged  that  the  consideration  of  a 
contract  was  $S,500;  the  proof  was  that  the  coDSideratlon  was  a 
il^iit  draft,  which  was  paid.  Held,  no  variance.  Nash  v.  Towne^ 
5  WmIL  (V.  S.)  689.  Covenani-—  Plaintiffs  will  not  be  allowed  to 
recover  npon  an  implied  covenant  in  a  lease,  totally  different  from 
tkB  expnaa  cov^iant  declared  on,  when  objection  is  specifically 
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made,  though  not  taken  until  the  evidence  is  all  in.     Merritt  v. 
Olossen,  36  Vt.  172.    Dates*—  So,  when  dates  are  in  question,  unless 
they   be  the  gist  of  the  action,  a  variance  will   be  immaterial. 
Zorkowski  v.  Zorkowski,  3  Robt.  613;  United  States  v.  Le  Baron, 
4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  642.    When  a  contract  is  alleged  to  have  been  made 
on  a  certain  day,  it  is  no  variance  to  oflFer  in  evidence  a  written 
contract  which  took  effect  on  a  different  day.      Id.     Time  stated 
in  a  pleading  is  often  not  material,  and  may  be  departed  from  in 
evidence.    Andrews  v.  Ohadbourne,  19  Barb.  147;  Wilier  v.  Bergen- 
thal,  50  Wis.  474;  Banta  v.  Martin,  38  Ohio  St  534;  but  compare 
Walden  v.  Grafts,  2  Abb.  Pr.  301;  see,  also.  People  ex  rel  Kane  v. 
Byder,  12  N.  Y.  433.    An  averment  in  the  plaintiff^s  statement,  that 
notice  of  nonpayment  was  given  at  a  wrong  date,  is  but  a  defect  in 
form,  and  the  subject  of  amendment.    It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
the  precise  date  when  the  notice  was  given.    And  the  averment  tn 
the  statement  not  being  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  another 
notice  was  given  at  the  proper  time,  if  the  parties  go  to  trial  on 
the  merits,  on  the  pleas  of  payment  and  payment  with  leave,  etc.. 
Judgment  will  not  be  arrested  on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency 
of  the  statement  of  notice  of  nonpayment.    Loose  v.  Loose,  36  Penn. 
St.  538.    Deceit^—  A  declaration  in  action  of  tort,  which  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff,  through  his  agent,  procured  the  defendants  to  furnish 
and  deliver  to  him  a  cei*taln  article,  and  that  they  negligently  and 
carelessly  furnished  a  different  article,  and  that  he  sustained  an 
injury  by  the  use  of  the  article  furnished,  believing  it  to  be  that 
which  he  ordered,  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  the  plaintiff  bought 
the  article  of  a  third  person,  who  obtained  it  of  the  defendants. 
Davidson  v.  Nichols,  8  Allen  (Mass.),  75;  see  Porter  v.  Hermann, 
8  Cal.  639.    Description.—  So  in  a  case  where  the  proof,  among  other 
things,  showed  certain  lands  to  extend  a  certain  distance  from 
the  northeasterly  instead  of  the  northwesterly  comer  of  the  tract, 
as  alleged  in  the  complaint.     The  Judgment  followed  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  complaint.     Defendant  appealed.     Held,  that  the  vari- 
ance in  the  description  of  the  premises  did  not  prejudice  appellant: 
that  the  question  was  one  of  identity,  and  the  fact  that  the  corner 
of  the  small  tract  was  called  the  northeasterly  instead  of  the  north- 
westerly corner,  was  itself  insufficient  to  defeat  the  action,  if  the 
other  and  more  definite  marks  of  description  sufficiently  indicated 
and  identified  the  premisea    Paul  v.  Silver,  16  Gal.  75;  Calderwood 
V.  Brooks,  28  id.  151;  and  see  State  Insurance  Oo.  v.  Schreck,  27 
Neb.  527;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  686.    Joint  liability  —  Although  the  proof 
may  show  a  Joint  liability  of  the  defendant  with  another,  and  thus 
may  constitute  a  variance,  yet  if  the  objection  is  not  taken  In  the 
mode  pointed  out  by  the  Coda  it  is  one  which  the  defendants  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  waived.    Lee  v.  Wilkes,  27  How.  Pr.  336.     An 
action  against  two  or  more  for  a  Jcrint  treq[)aBs  can  not  be  sustained 
by  evidence  of  acts  committed  by  one  of  them.     Davis  v.  Oassell. 
50  Me.  294.    Nuisance.— A  declaration  charging  that  the  defendant 
dug.  opened,  and  made,  is  sustained  by  proof  that  he  formed    it 
partially  by  excavation,  and  partially  by  raising  walls.    Robbins  v. 
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Chicago  City,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  657.     Promise  — It  the  declaration 
aU^s  a  Bingle  promise  for  the  performance  of  two  different  things* 
foanded  upon  an  entire  consideration,  and  the  evidence  shows  two 
promises,  at  different  times,  upon  distinct  considerations,  that  is  a 
fatal  variance.     Hart  v.  Chesley,  18  N.  H.  37S.     Where  the  com- 
pbUnt  is  based  upon  an  implied  promise  to  pay  money  paid  out 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's  benefit,  proof  showing  an  express 
promise  to  repay  is  an  immaterial  variance.    Ashton  v.  Shepherd, 
120  iDd.  69.    Promissory  note'—  It  is  held  in  Massachusetts,  that  a 
declaration  upon  an  agreement  to  discharge  the  plaintiff  from  all 
liabilities,  on  account  of  certain  purchases,  as  one  of  a  firm  recently 
dlBflolved,  which  alleges  that  a  certain  note  was  due  from  the  firm 
at  the  time  when  the  agreement  was  made,  is  not  sustained  by 
proof  that  such  a  note  was  afterwards  given  for  a  liability  of  the 
firm;  but  an  amendment  would  be  allowed  on  terms.     Nichols  v. 
Prince,  8  Allen  (Mass.),  404;  see,  also,  Luna  v.  Mohr,  1  West  Ck>ast 
Rep.  673;  Orr  v.  Hopkins,  id.  157.    i?e/»ef.— The  complaint  should 
agree  with  the  summons  as  to  the  amount  claimed.     Johnson  v. 
Paul,  14  How.  Pr.  454.     A  departure  of  the  complaint  from  the 
summons,  in  respect  to  the  form  of  relief,  is  not  ground  for  revers- 
ing the  Judgment  on  appeal.    If  necessary  to  sustain  the  Judgment, 
the  summons  may  be  amended  on  appeal  from  the  Judgment,  so  as 
to  conform  to  the  fact  proved.     WiUett  v.  Stewart,  43  Barb.  08. 
Bnt,  in  most  states,  it  seems  an  appearance  waives  all  errors  of 
service,  or  form  of  summons.     Statement  of  cause  of  action.— Th^ 
complaint  must  agree  with  the  summons  in  the  statement  of  the 
cause  of  action.     Bidder  v.  Whitlock,  12  How.  Pr.  208;  Boington 
T.    Lapham,    14    id.    360;    Shafer    v.     Humphrey,    15    id.    564; 
Campb^  y.  Wright,  21  id.  13.    But  if  the  complaint  set  forth  a 
substantial  cause  of  action,  and  the  defect  be  one  that  was  amend- 
able, it  is  cured  by  verdict.    Robinson  v.  English,  34  Penn.  St.  324; 
Garland  v.  Davis,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  131.     If  the  cause  of  action  or 
defense  be  substantially  proved,  the  failure  to  prove  certain  allega- 
tions precisely  as  laid,  is  an  immaterial  variance  which  will  be 
totally  disregarded.    Union  India  Rubber  Co.  v.  Tomlinson,  1  Smith, 
Com.  PL  R.  364;  Lettman  v.  Ritz,  3  Sandf.  734.    Where  the  gravamen 
of  an  action  is  fraud,  and  the  plaintiff  fails  to  establish  the  fraud, 
he  can  not  maintain  the  action  on  the  theory  that  a  liability  founded 
on  contract  was  disclosed  by  the  evidence.     People  v.  Dennison, 
84  N.  T.  272.    So^  generally,  it  is  error  to  allow  a  plaintiff  to  amend, 
changing  the  proceeding  from  an  action  ex  delicto  to  one  ex  contractu* 
H&ckett  V.  Bank  of  California,  57  Cal.  335.    The  plaintiff  must  re- 
cover, if  at  all,  upon  the  theory  declared  on.     Peay  v.  Salt  Lake 
City,  n  Utah,  331. 
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FOBMAL  PABT8  OF  PLEADINGS. 

I  206.  TIm  formal  parts  of  pleadings  consist  of  the  caption, 
commencement^  prayer^  verification^  and  subscription.  The 
caption  consists  of:  1.  The  name  of  the  state  and  county  in 
which  the  action  is  brought;  2.  The  name  of  the  court,  and, 
3.  The  names  of  the  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant.^  In  the 
forms  throughout  this  work,  the  caption  will  be  indicated  by 
the  word  "Title,"  which  will  be  understood  to  include  both 
the  venue  of  the  action  and  the  names  of  the  parties. 

I  207.  Formal  parts  of  complaint  —  title  of  cause. 

Form  No.  2$. 

State  of  California,  )  ,     .,     q„„«,«^  p^„^  % 

,      .  y  in  tne  oupreme  Uourt.* 

►unty  of j  ^ 


City  and  County 


Andrew  Black,  Plaintiff, 

against 
Oharles  Dean,   Defendant 


§  208.  The  same.  The  first  subdivision  of  the  complaint 
is  an  essential  part  thereof,  and  constitutes  the  title  of  the  ac- 
tion. This  embraces  the  name  of  the  state  and  county  or  venue 
of  the  action,  the  name  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  to 
be  tried,  and  the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  action.*  An  omis- 
sion to  state  either  of  these  is  an  irregularity^  which  may  cause 
the  complaint  to  be  set  aside  or  action  dismissed  on  motion.*^ 

1 1  Ohit.  PI.  261,  527,  528:  1  Arch.  72,  168;  Steph.  PI.  440;  Topping 
▼.  Fuge,  1  Marsh.  341;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  481. 

2  Or,  in  the  Superior  Court,   in  and  for  the  county  of   

state  of 

3  See  Cal.  Code  OIv.  Pro.,  §  426;  Bno  v.  Woodworth,  4  N.  Y.  253. 
4 1  Van  Santv.  203. 

c  WlUiams  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Code  R.  20. 
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The  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (§  426)  provides^ 
that  the  complaint  must  contain: 

1.  The  title  of  the  action^  the  name  of  the  court  and  county 
in  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  the  names  of  the  parties  to 
the  action. 

2.  A  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action, 
in  ordinary  and  concise  language. 

3.  A  demand  of  the  relief  which  the  plaintiff  claims.  If  the 
recoYeiy  of  money  or  damUges  be  demanded,  the  amount 
thereof  must  be  stated. 

i  SOO.  HasM  of  county.  Naming  the  county  in  the  title  of 
the  cause,  as  above,  is  a  sufficient  designation  of  the  county 
in  which  the  plaintiff  desires  the  trial  to  be  had.'' 

I  810.  Hame  of  court.  Every  complaint  shall  be  entitled  in 
the  proper  court,®  If  a  suit  be  brought  in  a  local  courts  the  full 
title  of  the  court  should  He  given,  e,  g.:  "The  City  Court  of 
Brooklyn.*'  But  where  the  summons  and  complaint  are  served 
together,  its  omission  from  the  complaint  is  a  technical  irregu- 
larity which  can  not  injure  the  defendant.*  But  if  neither 
the  summons  nor  complaint  names  any  court,  no  cognizance  of 
tiie  action  need  be  taken.*® 

f  811.  Hame  of  parties.  The  law  knows  only  one  Christian 
name,  and  all  intervening  initials  are  no  part  of  the  name.** 

•Cal.  Oode  C5iT.  Pro.,  §  428;  compare  N.  Y.  Code  04v.  Pro.,  §  481; 
Ind.  Oode  Civ.  Pro.,  §  341 ;  Mo.  Rev.  Stats.,  §  2089. 

n  Chit  PL  266;  Swan's  PI.  141;  WlUiams'  PI.  97;  Tldd's  Pr.  434; 
Steph.  PL  280;  Tappan  v.  Powers,  2  Hall,  301;  Slate  v.  Post,  9  Johns. 
81:  Oepp  ▼.  Gilman.  2  Blackf.  45;  Davison  v.  Powell,  13  How.  Pr. 
2$7;  McKenna  v.  Fisk.  1  How.  iV.  S.)  211 ;  Loehr  v.  Latham,  15  Oal. 
418:  and  see  Hughes  r.  Wlndpfennig,  10  Ind.  App.  122;  Dollman 
T.  Munson,  90  Mo.  85. 

«Cal.  Oode  Civ.  Pro.,  fi  426;  see  Codes  of  Oregon,  Nevada,  and 
Arizona;  1  Chit.  263:  Tidd*s  Pr.  43;  1  Van  Santv.  202;  Klppling  v. 
Watts,  6  Leg.  Obs.  86. 

•  See  Van  Namee  v.  People,  9  How.  Pr.  198;  cited  in  Van  Benthny- 
»n  V.  Stevens,  14  id.  70;  and  see  Robinson  v.  Peru,  etc.,  Wheel  Co., 
1  OkL  140;  McLeran  v.  Morgan,  27  Ark.  148. 

w  Ward  V.  Stringham,  1  Code  R.  118.  The  above  authorities  have 
8p€<-laJ  reference  to  the  New  York  practice,  which  in  service  of 
SQDimons  and  commencement  of  actions  differs  from  the  practice 
of  ralifomla.  It  Is  nevertheless  authority  upon  the  general  proposi- 
tions.    See,  also.  Oarretson  v.  Hays,  70  Iowa,  19. 

"  ppople  V.  Cook,  14  Barb.  261.  That  the  law  recognizes  but  one 
Chrii>tian  name  was  held  In  the  case  of  Garwood  v.  HaatingBi  88 
ral.  21« 
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It  seems  that  the  word  "  junior  *^  is  no  part  of  a  name.^  Nor 
the  word  "senior."  These  are  mere  unnecessary  additions^ 
and  should  not  be  inserted  in  the  complaint.  Yet  we  do  not 
see  why  the  terms  "  junior  "  or  "  senior  "  may  not  be  properly 
used  in  a  complaint  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  identifying 
the  person. 

The  caption  shomld  contain  the  names  of  all  the  parties^ 
plaintiff  and  defendant.^^  The  rule  is  that  the  names  of  the 
parties  must  be  fully  set  forth  and  be  properly  designated^  the 
complaining  party  as  plaintiff,  and  the  adverse  party  as  defend- 
ant.^* If,  however,  some  are  named  in  the  title,  and  ail  are 
correctly  named  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient." But  being  once  stated,  it  is  sufficient  afterwards  to 
designate  them  as  "the  plaintiff"  and  "defendant."**  And 
this  rule  applies  when  plaintiff  sues  in  an  official  character.*^ 
And  if  they  sue  in  an  official  capacity,  it  is  usual  and  proper 
that  their  character  should  be  indicated.*® 

§  210.  The  same  —  mistake  in.  Though  the  names  of  the 
parties  must  be  correctly  stated,  yet  a  mistake  in  the  name  even 
of  the  plaintiff  is  not  fatal,  but  may  be  corrected  at  any  time.** 

12  People  V.  Cook,  14  Barb.  261. 
18  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  426. 

14  Id.,  f  308.  In  all  actions  and  proceedings  demanding  relief^ 
the  names  of  all  the  parties  thereto  should  be  properly  set  forth  in 
the  summons  and  pleadings.  A  general  designation  of  them  as 
"  the  heirs  of  M.  C,"  is  irregular  and  will  not  be  tolerated.  Kerlec 
V.  Corpening.  97  N.  a  330. 

15  HIU  V.  Thacter,  2  Code  R.  3;  3  How.  Pr.  407;  Collina  v.  Llghtle, 
50  Ark.  97.  A  party  may  be  described  by  a  known  and  accepted 
abbreviation  of  his  Christian  name.  Kemp  v.  McCormick,  1  Mont. 
420;  and  see  Mansfield  v.  Shipp,  128  Ind.  55.  Designation  of  parties 
by  the  initials  of  their  Christian  names  —  sufficiency  of.  See  Per> 
kins  V.  McDowell,  B  Wya  328;  Kenyon  v.  Semon,  43  Minn.  180; 
Zwiekey  v.  Haney,  63  Wis.  464;  ChurchiU  v.  Bielstein,  (Tex.)  29 
S.  W.  Rep.  392;  State  v.  Higgins,  (Minn.)  61  N.  W.  Rep.  816. 

16  Davison  v.  Savage,  6  Taunt.  121;  Stephenson  v.  Hunt^, 'id. 
406;  Stanley  v.  ChappeU,  8  Cow.  235. 

17  Stanley  v.  ChappeU,  8  Cow.  235;  Ketchum  v.  Morrell,  2  N.  Y. 
Leg.  Obfi.  58;  but  compare  Christopher  v.  Stockholm,  5  Wend.  36. 

18  Hill  V.  Thacter,  2  Code  R.  3;  3  How.  Pr.  407;  Ferolsheimer  v. 
Strauss,  7  Civ.  Pro.  (N.  Y.)  225;  Morrell  v.  Morgan,  65  Cal.  38; 
Sweeney  v.  Stanford.  67  id.  635;  More  v.  Calkins,  85  id.  177. 

Id  Barnes  v.  Perine,  9  Barb.  202;  Bank  of  Havana  v.  Magee,  20 
N.  Y.  356;  Elliot  v.  Hart,  7  How.  Pr.  25:  cited  in  Dole  v.  Manley, 
11  id.  138;  Famham  v.  Hildreth,  32  Barb.  277;  Traver  v.  Railwax 
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I  818.  Place  of  triaL  The  complaint  is  irregular  unless  it 
states  the  place  of  trial.^  And  in  such  case  it  must  be 
amended  or  stricken  out.^  It  can  not  be  cured  by  reference 
to  the  summons.^  It  may  be  amended^  but  only  on  payment 
of  defendant's  costs.^ 

I  814.  Beal  party.  The  complaint  shall  contain  the  name 
of  the  real  party  in  interest.^  The  term  "  parties  "  includes  all 
▼ho  are  directly  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action^ 
having  a  right  to  make  defense^  control  proceedings^  examine 
and  cross-examine  witnesses^  and  appeal  from  the  judgment.^ 

f  815.  TitlM  to  be  avoided.  In  designating  the  parties  to 
the  action^  except  where  suit  is  brought  in  an  official  or  repre- 
sentative capacity^  no  title  or  other  appellation  is  necessary. 
If  inserted,  it  will  be  treated  as  mere  surplusage.* 

Co,,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  46.  A  mistake  in  the  name  of  a  party  does 
not  affect  the  pleading  or  the  merits  of  the  action.  The  mistake 
oan  be  corrected  by  motion  to  correct,  or  by  the  court  of  Its  own 
motion.    Beavers  v.  Bawcum,  83  Ark.  722. 

»1  Van  SantY.  Eq.  Pr.  208;  Williams  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Gode  R. 
IN.  &)  20;  Hall  v.  Huntley,  id.  21. 

^MerTiU  y.  Grinnell,  10  How.  Pr.  31;  Hotchkiss  v.  Grocker,  15  id. 
336;  Davison  r.  Powell,  13  id.  288. 

a  McKenna  r.  Fisk,  1  How.  (U.  S.)  211. 

s>HaU  T.  Huntley,  1  Gode  R.  21.  The  authorities  apply  more- 
psrticalarlj  to  the  practice  in  New  York,  though  they  are  ap- 
I^cable  in  Oallfomia.  See  Gal.  Gode  Giv.  Pro.,  S  386;  also,  Place 
of  Trial,  ante. 

^(XL  Gode  Olv.  Pro.,  §  367;  1  Van  Santv.  Eq.  Pr.  72;  see  ante. 
Puties. 

s  Bobbins  t.  Ghicago  Olty,  4  Wall.  (U.  a)  657.  For  a  further 
defioition,  see  Giraud  y.  Stagg,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  27. 

^Shdden  t.  Hoy,  11  How.  Pr.  15;  Root  v.  Price.  22  id.  372; 
Bntterfield  v.  Macomber,  id.  150.  When  the  complaint  shpws  a 
canae  of  action  in  favor  of  the  iHaintitf,  not  in  his  representative 
hot  in  his  individual  character,  the  descriptive  words  may  be  re- 
jected, leaving  the  action  to  stand  as  one  in  the  individual  capacity 
of  the  plaintiff.  Litchfield  v.  Flint,  104  N.  Y.  543;  Thompson  v. 
Whitmarsh,  100  id.  35.  The  fact  that  the  words  "  deputy 
sheriff**  follow  the  defendant's  name  in  the  caption  of  the  com- 
plaint, does  not  make  the  acti<»i  one  against  the  defendant  as 
deputy  sheriff.  The  word  "as"  not  preceding  such  designation, 
the  presumption  is  that  he  is  sued  as  an  Individual,  and  the  words 
"  deputy  sheriff  "  are  merely  descriptio  personae*  Greig  v.  Glement,. 
20  M.  167. 

34 
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f  816.  V«nu»,  how  laid.  As  a  venue  is  technically  necessary 
to  every  traversable  fact,  when  it  is  once  properly  laid,  all 
matters  following  refer  to  it.^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that 
a  venne  laid  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  is  sufficient  *  The 
proper  mode  in  all  cases  will  be  to  lay  the  venue  in  the  title. 

I  217.  Title  of  cause  where  some  of  the  parties  are  unknown. 

Form  No,  26, 

[State,  County,  and  Coubt.] 


Andrew  Black,  Plaintiff, 

against 

Oharlee     Dean,     John     Doe.     and 

Richard  Roe,  Defendants. 


1 


I  218.  Parties  known  and  unknown.  In  certain  cases  the 
statute  authorizes  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  against  parties  some 
of  whom  are  known  and  others  unknown,  giving  the  true  names 
of  such  as  are  known,  and  designating  the  others  by  fictitious 
names,  stating  in  the  body  of  th^  complaint  the  reason,  that 
*' their  true  names  are  unknown." 

Thus  if  the  plaintiff  should  be  ignorant  of  the  name  of  the 
adverse  party  he  may  designate  him  by  any  name,  and  amend, 
of  course,  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  when  his  true  name 
ehall  become  known.^  But  the  plaintiff  can  not  thus  use  a 
fictitious  name  at  his  discretion;  he  is  restricted  to  cases  where 
the  name  of  the  adverse  party  is  unknown,^^  and  must  aver  in 
the  pleading  that  the  true  name  of  the  party  is  to  the  plaintiff 
unknown.®^ 

27  C\)cke  V.  Kendall,  Hempst.  236. 

28  Dwight  V.  Wing.  2  Mol^ean.  580.  Where  the  proper  venue  is 
laid  in  the  body  of  the  deolaration,  the  county  in  the  margin  may 
1m»  rejooted  as  surplusage.  1  Chit.  PI.  (8th  Am.  ed.)  274;  County 
Commissioners  v.  Wise,  71  Md.  43.  The  omission  of  a  venue  may 
XtQ  availeil  of  by  demurrer.    Crook  v.  Pitcher,  Gl  Md.  510. 

i^.»Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  474:  X.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  451;  Morjran 
v.  Thrift,  2  OaJ.  5()2:  see,  also,  Rosecrantz  v.  Rogers.  40  id.  401; 
Mc'Kinley  v.  Tuttle,  42  id.  577;  Campbell  v.  Adams.  50  id.  SO^; 
Harris  v.  Merritt.  63  id.  118;  Jones  v.  Pearl  Miu.  Co..  20  Col.  417. 

■ioOrandall  v.  Beach,  7  How.  Pr.  271:  People  v.  Herman.  45  Cat. 

31  Waterbury  v.  ^klather,  1(5  Wend,  nil;  Gardner  v.  Craft,  52  How. 

Pr.  49$).     Where  a  defendant  is  sued  as  James  ,  service  'was 

returned   upon   John  ,    and    judgment    was    entered    against 


I 
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I  819.  Title  of  cause  by  and  against  corporations. 

Form  No,  27, 

[Statb,  County,  and  Coubt.] 


The  Hmio  Gold  and  Silver  Mining 
Ck>mpany,  Plaintiff, 

against 
Tbe  Fort  Tejoo  Baiiroad  Ck>mpany, 
Defendants. 


f  na  The  samsk  A  corporation  can  not  sue  otherwise  than 
by  its  corporate  name,^^  and  a  company  by  its  firm  name  or 
title.''  In  New  York  a  banking  association  might  formerly 
sue  either  in  its  corporate  name  or  in  the  name  of  its  presi- 
^nt^  This  did  not,  however,  take  the  place  of  the  averments 
necessary  in  the.  body  of  the  complaint  showing  their  official 
character. 

The  word  '' person '^  in  its  legal  signification  is  a  generic 
term,  and  intended  to  include  artificial  as  well  as  natural  per- 
Bons.^  All  distinction  between  natural  and  artificial  persons, 
eo  far  as  the  rules  of  pleading  applicable  thereto  are  concerned, 
iB  abolished.** 

^ :  Held  to  be  error,  unleisa  there  was  somethini?  in  the  record 

to  show  that  the  person  served  was  the  person  sued.  Sutter  v. 
Cox  6  Oal.  415.  Where  parties  whose  names  are  unknown  are  sued 
hy  firtitions  names,  the  record  must  show  these  facts.  Ford  v. 
I>oyle,  37  Gal.  346.  It  was  held  that  a  petition  in  involuntary  in- 
■olreDcy  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1880,  which  described  the 
petitioning  creditors  as  firms  or  copartnerships,  was  sufficient,  al- 
thoQi^h  the  names  ot  the  persons  comprising  the  firms  were  not 
giveD.  In  Matter  of  Russell.  70  Oal.  132. 

»Curtl8s  V.  Murray.  28  Oal.  633;  87  Am.  Dec.  142;  Crawford  v. 
Colliitt,  30  How.  Pr.  398;  Allen  v.  Railway  Co.,  49  id.  14;  Christian 
Churrh  v.  McGowan.  62  Mo.  279. 

»  King  V.  Raodlett,  33  Oal.  318. 

^  lieonardsyille  Banlc  v.  Willard,  25  N.  Y.  574. 

^  Honglaas  v.  Pacific  M.  S.  8.  Co.,  4  Cal.  304. 

»San  Francisco  Gas  Co.  v.  The  City  of  San  Francisco,  9  Cal.  467; 
iK,  also,  1 17,  Political  Code  of  California. 
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I  SAll.  Tlia  atsU  on  th«  reUtlon  of  ftn  ludiTldwd. 
Form  No.  tS. 


[State,  County,  and  Couht.] 


.The  People  of  tlie  State  of  CaU- 
fornla,  du  the  rolatioD  of  John 
Doe,  PlaJnilIfB, 


I  S&2.  By  Kuardlan  r1  Ittam. 

Form  No.  t9. 
[State,  Codnty,  and  Couht.] 


John  Doe,  by  lila  guardian  ad  litem, 

Richard  Roe,   Plnlntlff, 

against 

The      Southern      Pacific     Railroad 

Company,    Defendant 


I  283.  By  aaBignee  for  cnditora. 

Form  No.  30. 
[State,  County,  and  Coubt.] 


John  Doe,  aa  ABBienee  for  the 
Benefit  of  the  Creditors  of  Jamea 
Roe.  PlaJntlfT, 

agoinsi 
Richard  Btaclt. 


I   284.   By  Bud  agaioBt  uatloiul  banks. 
Form  No.  31. 

[State,  County,  asd  Coubt.] 

The  First  NatlonaJ  Bank.  Plaintiff, 


I  22s.  The  same.  In  alleging  the  corporate  eziatesce  of  b 

national  hank,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant is  a  corporation  duly  incorporated  under  the  National 
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Banking  Laws  of  the  United  States.  As  affecting  the  necessity 
of  giving  costs,  the  location  of  the  plaintiff's  place  of  busineea 
should  sometimes  be  alleged.'"' 

I  226.  By  an  officer  of  the  state. 

Form  No,  $2. 

[State,  County,  and  Court.] 


Andrew  Black,  GomptroUer  of  the 
State  of  CaUforrla,  Plaintiff, 

against 
Charles  Dean,  Defendant 


I  287.  NaniA  of  officer.     The  action  should  be  brought  m 
the  name  of  the  officer,  with  the  title  of  his  office  annexed.^ 

I  288.  Title  and  commencement. 

Form  No.  33. 

[State,  County,  and  Court.] 


Andrew  Black.  Plaintiff, 

against 
Charles  Dean,  Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges: 

I  820.  Commencement.  The  commencement  of  pleadings 
consists  of  those  formal  wordb  of  expression  used  to  introduce 
the  subject-matter. 

f  830.  Commencement  —  hy  one  sning  for  himself  and  others. 

Form  No.  34, 

[State,  County,  and  Court.] 
The  plaintiff  complains  on  behalf  of  himself  and  of  all 
others  (judgment  creditors  of  the  defendant),  who  shall  in  due 
time  come  in  and  seek  relief  by  and  contribute  to  the  expenses 
of  this  action,  and  alleges: 

n  1  Abb.  N.  O.  292;  Id.  208,  note;  4  Id.  224;  50  Barb.  339.  A  com- 
plaint in  an  action  by  a  national  bank  must  state  where  It  Is 
located.  Farmers',  etc.,  Nat  Bank  r.  Rogers,  15  Oly.  Pro.  (N.  Y.) 
250;  3  Nat  Bk.  Cas.  f583. 

*B  Paige  T.  Fazackerley,  86  Barb.  302. 
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I  231.  ConcluaioxL  of  complaint. 

Form  No.  35. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  etc. 

E.  F.,  Attorney  for  PlaintiffB. 
[Vbkification.] 

I  282.  Conclusion.  The  conclusion  varies  according  to  the 
character  of  the  document  to  which  it  is  affixed.  In  a  com- 
plaint it  consists  of  the  prayer  for  relief,  signature  of  counsel, 
and  verification;  while  in  an  affidavit,  the  signature  and  jurat 
only  are  required.  Where  two  attorneys,  partners,  subscribe 
a  pleading,  they  may  sign  in  their  firm  name.^  And  the  sub- 
seription  to  the  verification  of  a  pleading  is  a  sufficient  subscrip- 
tion of  the  pleading.*^  The  Codes  provide  that  every  pleadijig 
shall  be  subscribed  by  the  party  or  his  attorney.*^  But  an  at- 
torney in  fact  who  is  not  an  attorney  at  law  can  not  sign  his 
name  to  the  complaint  for  his  principal  as  ^'  plaintiff's 
attorney.***^ 

I  238.  Form,  of  complaint,  complete. 

Form  No.  36. 

[State,  County,  and  Coubt.] 


Andrew  Black,  Plaintiff, 

against 
Charles  Dean,  Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant^  and  all^cB: 

1.  For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

I.  That,  etc. 

II.  That,  etc. 

III.  That,  etc. 

2,  For  a  second  cause  of  action: 

I.  That,  etc. 
II.  That,  etc. 
III.  That,  etc. 
Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  etc. 

E.  F.,  Plaintiff's  Attorney 
[Verification.] 

»  Bank  of  GenefvtL  y.  Rice,  12  Wend.  424. 

^OHnbbell  v.  Livingston,  1  Oode  R.  63. 

41  Gal.  Oode  Oiv.  Pro..  §  446;  N.  Y.  Oode  Otv.  Pro.,  |  620. 

42Ty\xey  v.  Pollock,  8  Oal.  570.    Pleadings  in  Justices*  Court 
not  required  to  be  subscribed  by  the  party  or  his  attomeor.     Mooi^ 
gomery  v.  Superior  Court,  68  Cal.  407. 
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I  884.  Clark's  certificate  to  copy  of  complaint. 

Form  No.  37. 

I  hereby  certify  the  foregoing  to  be  a  full,  true^  and  correct 
copy  of  the  original  complaint  on  file  in  my  office,  in  the  aboye- 
entitled  action. 

In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed 
the  sed  of  the   above-named  court,  this    day   of 


A.  C,  Clerk. 
By  J.  S.,  Deputy  Clerk. 

I  880.  Axnended      complaint^  —  conunencement. 

Form  No,  38, 

[State,  County,  Coubt,  and  Pabties.] 
PlaintiflF,  by  leave  of  the  court  [or  by  stipulation]  files  tfaia 
his  amended  complaint  and  alleges: 
[State  cause  of  action  as  before.] 

I  880.  Formal  parte  of  def  endant'e  pleadings  -—  oommenee- 
Bint  of  demurrer. 

Form  No.  39. 

[Title.] 
The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  [or  to  the  first  al- 
leged cause  of  action  in  the  complaint]  filed  herein  and  for 
oawe  of  demurrer  alleges: 

I.  That,  etc. 

II.  That,  etc. 

I  887.  Grounds  of  demurrer.  The  defendant  may  state  as 
Biany  grounds  or  causes  of  demurrer  as  may  be  apparent  on 
the  face  of  the  complaint.  But  each  cause  or  ground  should 
be  distinctly  alleged,  and  be  numbered  in  the  margin  as  above, 
And  if  the  demurrer  is  sustained,  plaintiff  may  obtain  leave  of 
<H)TiTt  to  file  an  amended  complaint,  which  will  take  the  place 
of  the  original  complaint  in  the  action.** 

4  DertgnaUng  an  amended  petition  as  a  supplemental  petition  is 
*n«natei1al  error.    Scroggin  v.  Johnston,  46  Neb.  714. 

^  Bee  tfaia  subject  discussed  at  length  in  second  volume  under 
i»sd  of  "  Demurrer.'* 
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I  238.  Form  of  answer. 

Form  No.  40, 

[Title.] 

The  defendant,  by  G.  H.,  his  attorney,  answers  the  complaint 
herein,  and 

1.  For  a  first  defense  to  the  first  alleged  cause  of  action, 
denies: 

1.  That,  etc. 

2.  For  a  second  defense  to  said  first  alleged  cause  of  action, 
defendant  alleges: 

I.  That,  etc. 

3.  For  a  third  defense  to  said  first  alleged  cause  of  action, 
defendant  alleges: 

[Set  forth  facts  constituting  the  defense,  and  if  any  of  them 
have  been  alleged  above,  an  express  reference  to  them  will 
suflBce.] 

4.  And  for  a  counterclaim  to  the  second  alleged  cause  of 
action,  defendant  alleges: 

I.  That,  etc. 

Wherefore  defendant  demands,  etc.  [stating  demand  on 
counterclaim]. 

6.  H.,  Attorney  for  Defeudant. 
[Verification.] 

§  230.  Attorney's  signature,  in  New  York  may  be  omitted 
where  he  has  served  a  notice  of  appearance;  and  where  two 
attorneys  are  partners  the  firm  name  will  suffice.***  But  the 
signature  of  counsel  must  be  attached  to  an  answer  in  chan- 
cery 


46 


§  240.  Demand  of  relief.  No  demand  for  relief  is  neces- 
sary, unless  the  defendant  seeks  some  affirmative  relief  against 
the  plaintiff  or  against  a  codefendant.*^ 

$  241.  Denials  of  several  allegations  are  but  one  ^efense.^ 
So  several  demands  against  the  plaintiff,  available  as  a  set-off, 
may  be  pleaded  in  one  defense.  Each  must,  however,  be  dis- 
tinctly described.**   ' 

46  Bank  of  Geneva  v.  Rice,  12  Wend.  424. 

46  Davis  V.  Davidson,  4*  McLean,  136. 

47  Averill  v.  Taylor.  5  How.  Pr.  476. 

48  Otis  V.  Ross,  8  How.  Pr.  193;  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  84& 

49  Ranney  v.  Smith,  6  How.  Pr.  420. 
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f  242.  Distinct  defenses.  Each  defense  in  an  answer  which 
is  declared  to  be  a  distinct  defense^  must  be  complete  in  itself^ 
mi  must  contain  all  that  is  necessary  to  answer  the  whole 
cause  of  action,  or  that  part  which  it  professes  to  answer,  either 
by  express  allegation  or  by  an  express  reference  to  other  parts 
of  the  answer;^  though  a  partial  defense  must  be  pleaded,  and 
may  be  pleaded  as  a  separate  defense.*^^ 

I  848.  First  alleged  cause  of  action.  If  the  complaint  con- 
tains more  than  one  cause  of  action,  the  answer  should  indicate 
to  which  cause  of  action  each  defense  is  interposed.^^  But  if 
the  substance  of  the  defense  shows  to  which  cause  of  action 
it  is  addressed,  it  is  sufficient  on  demurrer.^ 

I  844.  For  a  iirst  or  second  defense.  Where  a  number  of 
defenses  are  pleaded  in  one  answer,  they  must  be  separately 
stated  and  plainly  enumerated,  and  the  denials  should  be  dis- 
tinctly and  specifically  stated.  Consequently,  there  is  but  one 
safe  rule  in  stating  actions  or  defenses,  and  that  is  to  indicate 
distinctly,  by  fit  and  appropriate  words,  where  it  commences 
and  where  it  concludes.*^  But  no  formal  commencement  or 
conclusion  is  prescribed." 

I  845.  Verlllcatioii.  A  verified  answer  is  defective  if  neither 
the  answer  nor  the  verification  is  subscribed.**  The  subscrip- 
tion of  the  verification  is,  however,  sufficient.*^'^  An  answer 
in  chancery  which  does  not  show  the  authority  of  the  justice 
of  the  peace  before  whom  it  was  sworn,  if  not  within  the  state, 
is  not  sufficiently  certified.**  If  the  complaint  is  verified,  the 
answer  must  be  also  verified.*^* 

WLoosey  v.  Orser.  4  Bosw.  391;  Ayres  v.  OovlU,  18  Barb.  260. 
ULooBey  v.  Orser,  4  Bosw.  891. 
a^KDeedler  v.  Sternberg,  10  How.  Pr.  67. 
M  WmiB  V.  Taggard,  6  How.  Pr.  433. 

■*Llppencott  v.  Goodwin.  8  How.  Pr.  242;  see  Benedict  v,  80y- 
nonr,  6  id.  298. 
» Bridge  t.  Payson,  5  Sandf.  210. 
M  Lalmbeer  v.  Allen.  2  Sandf.  648;  2  Oode  R.  15. 
WHnbbell  v.  Livingston,  1  Sandf.  3. 
"Addison  T.  Duckett,  1  Cranch  O.  C.  349. 
^  Bee  post,  pt  2,  c.  8,  "  Verification  of  Pleadings.** 

Vol.  1—25 
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I  246.  Comxnencexnent  of  answer  by  defendant  sued  by  a 
wrong  name. 

Form  No.  41, 

[Title.] 
Defendant,  C.  D.,  in  the  summons  and  complaint  in  this 
action,  called  L.  M.,  answers  the  complaint  herein,  and  alleges 
[or  denies]: 

I  247.  Commencement  of  answer  by  an  infant. 

Form  No.  42. 

[Title.] 

Defendant,  an  infant,  under  the  age  of years,  by 

N.  0.,  his  guardian,  answers  the  complaint  herein,  and  aReges 
[or  denies] : 

I  248.  Commencement  of  answer  by  an  insane  person. 

Form  No.  43. 

Defendant,  Q.  R.,  an  insane  person  [or  a  person  of  unsound 
mind,  or  an  idiot],  by  S.  T.,  his  guardian,  answers  the  com- 
plaint herein  and  alleges  [or  denies]: 

§  240.  Commencement  of  answer  by  husband  and  wife. 

Form  No.  44. 

[Title.] 
A.  X.,  one  of  the  above-named  defendants,  and  B.  X.,  his 
wife,  for  answer  to  the  complaint  in  this  action,  allege  [or 
deny]  :^ 

f  250.  Commencement  of  separate  answer  of  defendant. 

Form  No.  45. 

[Title.] 
The  defendant,  A.  B.,  answers  on  his  own  bdialf  the  com- 
plaint herein,  and  alleges  [or  denies]: 

S  251.  Forms  of  petitions  —  petition  to  the  court. 

Form  No.  46. 

[Title.] 
To  the  honorable,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of , 

state  of  California  [or  other  court  with  full  designation]: 

The  petition  of ,  of  the  city  of , 

Bhows: 

MThe  aboTe  must  not  be  understood  as  an  allegation  that  the 
parties  are  husband  and  wife. 
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I  258.  Petition  to  a  Judg«. 

Form  No.  47, 

[TiTLB.] 

To  the  honorable ^  judge  of  the  Superior  Court 

of  the  county  of   ,  state  of  California  [or 

other  magistrate^  giving  full  official  designation]. 
The  petition  of,  etc. 

I  253.  Caption  of  papom  naed  in  probata  prooeedings  —  do- 
etdenf  ■  eatate. 

Form  No,  48. 

[State,  Coukt,  and  County.] 


In  the  Matter   of   the   Estate  of 
John  DoOp  Deceased. 

The  petition  of,  etc. 

I  254.  The  same  —  minor's  estata. 

Form  No.  49, 

[State,  Court,  and  County.] 

In  the  Matter   of  the   Estate   of 
John  Doe,  a  Minor. 


The  petition  of,  etc. 

I  855.  The  same  —  insane  person's  ostatSb 

Form  No.  50. 

[State,  Coukt,  and  County.] 

In  the  Matter  of  the   Estate  of 
John  Doe,  An  Insane  Person. 

I  85e.  Caption  of  papers  nsed  in  insolTsney  proeeedingSt^i 

Form  No.  s^* 

[State,  County,  and  Court.] 


?i 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate 
John  Doe,  an  Insolyent  Debtor. 

J 

«  Bee,  as  to  sufficiency  of  petitioD  in  inflDhreiUTt  Moyk  T.  PiliP» 
•on,  75  CsL  400. 
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§  257.  Caption,  of  papers  on.  habeas  corpiuk 

Form  No.  5^. 

[State,  County,  and  Coubt.] 

In  the    Matter  of  John   Doe,   on 
Habeas  Corpus- 

$  258.  Caption  of  papers  on  dlsbarmemt  of  attorney. 

Form  No.  S3- 

[State,  County,  and  Court.] 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Appllcatlonj 
for  the  Disbarment  of  John  Doe, 
a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court, 
and  to  revoke  the  certificate  is- 
sued to  him  by  this  court. 


$  250.  Caption  of  papers  used  in.  other  oonrtAi 

Form  No.  $4. 


John  Doe,  PlaintifT, 

against 

Richard  Roe,  Defendant 


Ooonty  Coort,  Ooonty. 


%  260.  Caption  of  papers  used  in  JusUoes'  Courti. 

Form  No.  55. 

In  the  Justice's  Court  of  the  township  of .,  county 

of ,  state  of  California. 


John  Doe,  PlaintifT, 

against 

Richard  Roe,  Defendant. 


I 


%  261.  Order  of  a  court  in  an  action. 

Form  No.  56. 

At  a  regular  term  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  and 

county  of ,  state  of  California,  held  at  the  City 

Hall  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  etc. 

Present:   The  Honorable ,  Judge. 

wWhen  It  appears,  upon  full  investi^tion,  that  an  attorney  has 
forfeited  his  "  good  mora]  character,**  and  has  by  his  conduct  shown 
himself  unworthy  of  his  office,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  court 
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I  M8.  Caption,  commeiicemeiit  and  conclusion  of  affldayits. 

Farm  No,  57. 

[Statb,  County,  and  Court.] 


John  Doe,  Plaintiff, 

againsi  V  Affldayit  for 

Bldiaid  Boe,  Defendant  | 

State  of  California,  ) 

County  of  \^' 

John  Doe,  of [and  if  there  are  two  deponenta, 

and  James  Doe,  of ,  severally],  being  duly  sworn, 

say  [each  for  himself] : 

1.  I  am  the  plaintiff  [or  other  description  of  the  deponent]. 

2.  I  have,  etc.     [State  facts  sworn  to.] 

[Signature]  

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this  ) 
day  of ,18..       / 

[SXAL.]  E.  F., 

Notary  Public. 

f  M8.  Affldavita  — bafore  whom  can  be  taken.  Affidavits  to 
be  used  before  any  court,  judge  or  officer  of  the  state  (Cali- 
fornia), may  be  taken  before  any  judge  or  clerk  of  any  court, 
justice  of  the  peace,  or  notary  public  in  the  stata®*  And  an 
affidavit  in  which  the  official  character  of  the  justice  before 
▼bom  it  is  taken  does  not  appear  is  good,^  as  courts  take  judi- 
cial notice  of  the  official  character  of  justices  of  the  peace  in 
their  own  states.  An  affidavit  taken  in  another  state  of  the 
United  States,  to  be  used  in  this  state,  may  be  taken  before  a 
commifisioner  appointed  by  the  governor  of  this  state  to  take 
affidavits  and  depositions  in  such  other  state,  or  before  any 
notary  public  in  another  state,  or  before  any  judge  or  clerk  of 

to  revoke  the  authority  it  gave  him  upon  his  admission.  People 
es  rel,  etc.,  v.  Keegan,  18  Col.  237. 

«»Cal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  §  2012.  It  is  not  necessary  for  a  deputy 
derk,  before  whom  affidavits  are  sworn  to,  to  sign  his  principal's 
aame  to  the  Jurat.  MuUer  v.  Boggs,  25  Cal.  175;  People  v.  Wheat- 
toy,  88  Id.  114. 

^Kde  V.  Johnson,  15  Cal.  58. 
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a  court  of  record  having  a  seal.*  An  affidavit  taken  in  a  foreign 
country,  to  be  used  in  this  state,  may  be  taken  before  an  em- 
bassador, minister,  consul,  vice-consul,  or  consular  agent  of  the 
United  States^  or  before  any  judge  of  a  court  of  record  having 
a  seal,  in  such  foreign  country.*  When  an  affidavit  is  taken 
before  a  judge  or  a  court  in  another  state,  or  in  a  foreign  country, 
the  genuineness  of  the  signature  of  the  judge,  the  existence  of 
the  courts  and  the  fact  that  such  judge  is  a  member  thereof,  must 
be  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  under  the  seal  thereof.®^ 

I  264.  The  same — date.  The  jurat  should  state  the  day  on 
which  it  was  sworn,*  unless  it  is  shown,  when  the  objection  is 
raised,  that  it  was  sworn  in  due  season  for  its  purpose.  So  held 
where  it  was  shown  by  the  opposing  affidavit  that  the  oath  was 

taken  before  the  judgment  was  entered.* 

* 

I  265.  The  same  —  entitling  affidavit.  Of  course,  when  there 
is  no  proceeding  pending,  the  affidavit  must  not  be  entitled. 
Though  it  has  been  held  that  a  superfluous  title  may  be  disre- 
garded as  not  affecting  the  substantial  rights  of  the  party.''^ 

§  266.  The  same  —  information  and  belief.  It  is  entirely 
useless  in  the  affidavit  to  a  pleading  to  insert  the  words  ^^  except 
as  to  those  matters  stated  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to 
those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true,"  unless  the  pleading  eon- 
tains  some  averment  on  information  and  belief.''^ 

I  267.  The  same  — Jurat.  The  jurat  should  be  in  a  special 
form  where  deponent  is  illiterate,''^  or  blindJ'  Otherwise  the 
common  form  is  sufficient  J*  It,  however,  seems  to  be  sufficient 
if  a  party  hears  the  paper  read,  and  swears  he  knows  its  contents. 

66  Cal.  Ctode  Civ.  Pro..  |  2013. 

«« Id.,  §  2014. 

«7  Id.,  §  2015. 

68  Doe  V.  Roe,  1  Chit.  228;  18  Eng.  Com.  Jj.  133. 

«»  Schoolcraft  v.  Thompeon,  7  How.  Pr.  446. 

70  Pindar  v.  Black,  4  How.  Pr.  95. 

71  But  see  Truscott  v.  Dole,  7  How.  Pr.  221;  Patterson  v.  Ely,  18 
CaJ.  28;  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  143. 

72Tidd'8  Pr.  405;  3  Moult.  Ch.  Pr.  551. 

73  Matter  of  Christie,  5  Paige,  1M2;  see,  also,  Matter  of  Cross,  2 
Ch.  Sent.  3. 

74  Frayatt  v.  Undo,  3  Edw.  Ch.  239. 
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{  268.  The  same  —  naxnae  of  deponents.  The  names  of  all  the 
deponents  should  be  mentioned.'"^ 

f  fm.  The  same  ^  place.  The  jurat  "need  not  specify  the 
place  where  it  was  swom^  as  the  venue  sufficiently  shows  it.^ 

I  S7a  The  same  — sererally  sworn.  The  affidavit  should 
show  that  they  were  seyerally  sworn." 

I  871.  The  same  — state  and  county.  It  has  been  held  that 
the  oroiaion  of  the  venue  from  an  affidavit  is  fatal.  The  venue 
is  an  essential  part  of  every  affidavit,  and  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  place  where  it  was  taken.''®  This  certainly  can  not  be 
laid  down  as  the  rule  with  all  classes  of  affidavits.  If  by  the 
▼eni^  it  appears  that  the  affidavit  was  taken  at  a  place  beyond 
that  where  the  officer  was  authorized  to  act,  it  will  not  be  re- 
ceived by  the  court.'*  But  it  is  no  objection  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  affidavit  was  sworn  to  within  the  limits  of  the 
city  for  which  the  commissioner  was  appointed.  The  court  will 
not  presume  the  contrary.^  An  affidavit,  notice,  or  other  paper 
without  the  title  of  the  action  or  proceeding  in  which  it  is  made, 
or  with  a  defective  title,  is  as  valid  and  effectual  for  any  purpose 

^Aoonymoua  2  Chit.  19;  18  Bug.  Com.  L.  28&. 

«1  TIdd'B  Pr.  496;  Mosher  v.  Heydrlck,  45  Barb.  549;  1  A\)b.  Pr. 
(S.  S.)  258;  30  How.  Pr.  161;  Belden  v.  Devoe,  12  Wend.  223; 
Uannfacturers  &  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Oowden,  8  Hilly  461. 

"Pardee  v.  Terrltt,  5  M.  &  G.  291;  44  Bng.  Com.  L.  159;  Kln- 
ctld  V.  Kipp.  1  Duer,  692;  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  313. 

^I.Ane  y.  Morse,  6  How.  Pr.  394;  Cook  v.  Staats.  18  Barb.  407; 
compare  Parker  v.  Baker,  8  Paige,  428;  Barnard  v.  Darling,  1  Barb. 
Ch.  218. 

^PaTis  V.  Rich,  2  How.  Pr.  86;  Sandland  v.  Adams,  id.  127; 
Bnyder  t.  Olmstead,  id.  181.    . 

» Parker  v.  Baker,  8  Paige,  428.  An  affidavit  is  not  fatally  de- 
fectlTe  because  it  does  not  state  a  venue.  The  omission  may  be 
*Qpplied  by  amendment  Babcock  v.  Kuntzsch,  85  Hun,  33.  The 
Important  thing  is  that  it  shall  appear  that  the  oath  was  adminis- 
tered by  a  person  authorized  to  administer  such  oaths.  When  this 
appears,  the  presumption  in  the  absence  of  a  venue  is,  that  the 
officer  before  whom  the  affidavit  was  made  acted  within  his  jurls- 
<ilctioii,  when  it  was  sworn  to  and  signed  before  him.  Reavis  v. 
0>well  56  Cal.  588;  State  v.  Henning,  3  S.  Dak.  492;  Railway  Co. 
T.  Peane.  60  Ark.  524;  but  see  Barhydt  v.  Alexander,  59  Mo.  App. 
188.  An  affidavit  for  an  attachment  which  states  the  county  but 
^rnltB  tbe  letters  "  as,**  is  not  defective.  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Glenn, 
« l^tab,  139. 
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as  if  duly  entitled,  if  it  intelligibly  refer  to  such  action  or  pro- 
ceeding.®^ 

■ 

% 

S  S72.  The  saniA  —  subscription.  The  affidavit  should  be 
subscribed  by  deponent  or  deponents.®^ 

S  873.  The  same  —  subscription  to  Jurat.  The  jurat  must  be 
subscribed  by  the  officer,  with  his  official  addition.^  An  affi- 
davit should  show  upon  its  face  that  it  was  made  before  some 
officer  competent  to  take  affidavits.^ 

S  274.  The  same  — that  I  am,  etc  The  description  or  resi- 
dence of  deponent  should  be  directly  alleged  as  above.^ 

S  275.  Certificate  of  clerk  to  affidavit. 

Form  No,  58. 

State  of  

County  of 

I,  S.  T.,  clerk  of  the  County  Court  of  said  county  of 
do  hereby  certify  that  0.  P.,  before  whom  the  above  affidavit 
was  taken,  is  a' judge  of  the  County  Court  [or  other  title], 
which  is  a  court  of  record  of  said  state  [or  county,  as  the  case 
may  be],  having  a  seal,  existing  pursuant  to  the  laws  thereof, 
in  and^f or  sdd  county  [or  country,  district,  or  otherwise] ,  and 

81  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  1046;  and  see  Butler  v.  Ashworth,.  lOa 
Cal.  334. 

82  1  Newl.  Ch.  Pr.  165;  Hathway  v.  Scott,  11  Paige,  173;  over- 
ruling In  effect,  Haff  v.  Splcer,  3  Cal.  190;  Col.  &  Cw  Cas.  495:  and 
Jackson  v.  VlrgU,  3  Johns.  540,  which  held  that  If  an  affidavit 
begins  with  the  names  of  the  deponent,  and  appears  to  have  been 
duly  sworn  to  before  a  proper  magistrate,  It  Is  sufficient  without  the 
signature  of  deponent;  see,  also,  Ede  v.  Johnson,  15  Cal.  57:  ap- 
proved In  Pope  V.  Klrchner,  77  Id.  152,  156;  and  compare  Metcalf 
V.  Prescott,  10  Mont  294;  State  v.  County  Commissioners,  5  Nev. 
320. 

83Ladow  V.  Groom,  1  Den.  429;  Jackson  v.  Stiles.  1  Cow.  575; 
compare,  as  to  addition.  Hunter  v.  Le  Conte,  6  Id.  726w 

84  Lane  v.  Morse,  6  How.  Pr.  395.  It  Is  no  objection  to  an  affi- 
davit that  the  notary  before  whom  It  Is  taken  Is  attorney  In  the 
action  In  which  the  affidavit  Is  to  be  used.  Beavls  v.  Oowell.  56 
Cal.  588. 

86Stelnbach  v.  Leese,  27  Cal.  298;  Ex  parte  Bank  of  Monroe,  7 
Hill,  177;  42  Am.  Dec.  61;  Cunningham  v.  Go^et,  4  Den.  71;  Staples 
T.  Fairehlld,  3  N.  Y.  41;  Payne  v.  Young,  8  id.  108;  compare  People: 
T.  Ramson,  2  Id.  490. 
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that  he  is  duly  qualified  and  commissioned  as  such,  and  that  the 
salwcription  to  the  same  is  his  genuine  signature. 

Witneesmy  hand  and  the  seal  of  said  court,  at , 

iliM day  of  ,  18... 

[Seal]  S.  T.,  County  Clerk. 

f  9l7t  JunXf  whcxe  deponent  is  blind  or  illiterate. 

Farm  No,  5p. 

Sworn  befoie  me,  this day  of ,  18. ., 

the  same  having  been  in  my  presence  [or  by  me]  read  to  the 
ieponent,  he  being  blind  [or  illiterate],  and  he  appearing  to  me 
to  nndeistand  the  same. 

R.  S.,  Notary  Public. 

I  S77.  Jurat,  where  deponent  is  a  foreigner. 

Farm  Na.  60. 

Sworn  before  me,  this day  of ,  18. .,  I 

^▼ing  fiigt  sworn  R  M.,  an  interpreter,  to  interpret  truly  the 
^«  to  the  deponent^  who  is  a  foreigner  not  understanding  the 
%^>  and  he  having  so  interpreted  the  same  to  deponent. 

A.  C,  County  Clerk. 

96 
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YERIFICATION  OF  PLEADINGS. 

S  278.  Provisions   of   code   in.   regard   to   verlflcatlon.     The 

Codes  of  all  states  which  have  adopted  the  reiormed  system  of 
procedure  contain  provisions  in  regard  to  verification  of  plead- 
ings. In  California  the  Code  provides  that  every  pleading  must 
be  subscribed  by  the  party  or  his  attorney;  and  where  the 
complaint  is  verified,  or  when  the  state,  or  any  officer  of  the 
state,  in  his  official  capacity,  is  plaintiff,  the  answer  must  be 
verified,  unless  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  complaint  might 
subject  the  party  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  or  unless  an  officer 
of  the  state,  in  his  official  capacity,  is  defendant.  In  all  cases 
of  a  verification  of  a  pleading,  the  affidavit  of  the  party  must 
state  that  the  same  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge,  except  as  to 
the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  on  his  information  or  belief 
and  as  to  those  matters  that  he  believes  it  to  be  true;  and  where 
a  pleading  is  verified,  it  must  be  by  the  affidavit  of  a  party,  unless 
the  parties  are  absent  from  the  county  where  the  attorney  re- 
sides, or  from  some  cause  are  unable  to  verify  it,  or  the  facts  are 
within  the  knowledge  of  his  attorney,  or  other  person  verifying 
the  same.  When  the  pleading  is  verified  by  the  attorney,  or 
any  other  person  except  one  of  the  parties,  he  must  set  forth  in 
the  affidavit  the  reason  why  it  is  not  made  by  one  of  the  parties. 
When  a  corporation  is  a  party,  the  verification  may  be  made  by 
any  officer  thereof.^ 

9  279.  Construction  of  statute.  The  object  of  the  verification 
is  to  secure  good  faith  in  the  averments  of  the  party.*  There 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  absolutely  requiring  the  complaint  to 
be  verified,  with  the  exception  of  complaints  in  actions  for  aji 
injunction.'     Or  in  actions  brought  against  steamers,  boats  and 

1  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  440;  and  see  United  States  v.  Shoup,  2 
Idaho.  459;  Matter  of  Clow,  106  Cfll.  574. 

2  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28.  By  tl^e  rerlficatlon  of  a  complaint. 
the  plaintiff  makes  its  statements  his  own.  Johnson  v.  Powers,  65 
Cal.  179. 

8  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  527. 
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Teseek^  So  also  in  proceedings  against  attorneys.^  And  in 
4ipplications  for  the  voluntary  dissolution  of  corporations.^  And 
such  other  actions  as  are  specially  provided  for.  The  safer  and 
better  practice,  however,  is  to  verify  the  complaint  in  all  cases, 
and  if  the  complaint  is  verified,  the  answer,  as  aboVe  stated,  shall 
be  verified  also,  except  when  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the 
complaint  might  subject  the  party  to  prosecution  for  felony  or 
misdemeanor.^  Unless  such  prosecution  is  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  limitations.*  And  when  the  court  could  not  see  from  the 
pleadings  themselves  that  the  admission  of  the  allegations  in 
the  complaint  would  subject  the  defendant  to  a  criminal  prose- 
cution, he  may  show  that  fact  by  affidavit.^  So  also  whenever 
the  defendant  would  be  excused  from  testifying  as  a  witness  to 
the  truth  of  any  matter  denied  by  the  answer,  he  need  not  verify 
the  answer.*®  But  defendant  is  not  excused  from  verifying  his 
answer  when  the  complaint  charges  him  with  fraud  in  making 
the  assignment.**  Such  verification  should  be  by  the  afiidavit  of 
the  party,  and  if  he  be  absent  from  the  county,  then  by  his 
attorney,  or  other  person  having  a  knowledge  of  the  facts.**  A 
verification  is  sufficient  if  it  conform  substantially  to  the 
Ftatute.** 

<  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  |  815. 

» Id..  I  291. 

*  Id,  S  1229.  A  petition  in  habeas  carpus  must  be  verified.  Ex  parte 
BQcklej.  106  Cal.  123. 

7  Whe^er  v.  Dixon,  14  How.  Pr.  151;  Anable  v.  Anable,  24  id.  92. 
The  Code  requirement,  that  when  any  pleading  is  verified  every 
sabspqnent  pleading,  except  a  demurrer,  must  be  verified  also,  Is 
Duindatory.  Perraa  v.  Railroad  Co.,  5  Col.  App.  21;  and  see  Cromp- 
ton  T.  Crow.  2  Utah,  245;  Alford  v.  McOormac.  90  N.  C.  151. 

«  Henry  v.  Salina  Bank,  1    N.  Y.  86. 

•ScoviUe  V.  New,  12  How.  Pr.  3U9;  Lynch  v.  Todd,  13  id.  547; 
Wbeeler  v.  Dixon.  14  id.  151;  Anable  v.  Anable,  24  id.  92;  Moloney 
T.  DowB,  2  Hilt.  247;  Blaisdell  v.  Raymond.  5  Abb.  Pr.  144. 

>•  Dmm  T.  Whiting.  9  Oal.  422;  Blaisdell  v.  Raymond,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
I'M;  Re  Tappan,  9  How.  Pr.  394;  Moloney  v.  Dows,  2  Hilt  247; 
People  V.  KeUy,  24  How.  Pr.  369;  Clapper  v.  Fitzpatrick.  1  Code   B. 

u  Wolcott  V.  Winston.  8  Abb.  Pr.  422. 

12  See  Cal.  Prac.  Act,  §  55:  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  625;  consult,  also, 
Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Cal.  59;  70  Am.  Dec.  621;  Ely  v.  Frisbie, 
17  Cal.  250:  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  id.  28. 

»  2  Sandf .  647;  Ely  v.  Friable,  17  Cal.  260. 
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§  280.  Defective  yerification.  A  defect  in  verification  of  a 
complaint,  even  when  apparent  upon  its  face,  does  not  render 
the  complaint  irregular,  because  a  verification  is  no  part  of  a 
pleading.^*  It  only  operates  to  relieve  the  defendant  from  the 
obligation  to  verify  his  answer.  This,  however,  can  not  be  in 
cases  where  the  complaint  is  required  to  be  sworn  to.  If  such 
defect  be  latent,  the  remedy  is  by  motion,^*  and  not  by  de- 
murrer.^* 

The  objection  to  the  want  of  verification  of  a  complaint,  where 
verification  is  required  by  statute,  must  be  taken  either  before 
answer  or  with  the  answer.  The  filing  of  the  answer  waives  the 
defect.^''  So,  also,  the  objections  to  the  verification  to  the  com- 
plaint, that  it  was  not  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  notary; 
that  there  was  no  venue  to  the  affidavit;  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  oflBcer  was  a  notary  public,  etc.,  being  technical, 
should  be  taken  in  the  court  below  and  can  not  be  raised  for  the 
first  time  in  the  Supreme  Court.^® 

§  281.  Before  whom  may  be  taken.  The  attorney  of  the 
plaintiff,  being  a  notary,  may  take  the  afi&davit  verifying  the 
complaint.^® 

$  282.  Subscription  to  veriflcation.  The  verification  must  be 
subscribed  by  the  party  making  it.^  And  such  subscription,  it 
has  been  held,  was  a  sufficient  subscription  of  a  pleading.*^  A 
verified  answer  is  defective  if  neither  the  answer  nor  the  verifica- 
tion is  subscribed.^ 

H  George  v.  McAvoy.  6  How.  Pr.  200;  WilUams  v.  Riel,  11  Id.  374. 

15  Gllmore  v.  Hempstead,  4  How.  Pr.  153. 

i«  Seattle  Coal  Oo.  v.  Thomas,  57  Cal.  197;  Fritz  v.  Bamea,  6  Neb. 
485;  Warner  v.  Warner,  11  Kans.  121;  Pudney  v.  Burkhardt,  62 
Ind.  179;  Champ  v.  Kendrick,  130  id.  549. 

17  Greenfield  v.  Steamer  Gunnell,  6  Cal.  69;  Laimbeer  v.  AUai« 
2  Code  R.  15;  see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  434;  Pence  v.  Durbin,  1 
Idaho,  550. 

18  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17  Cal.  123. 

i»Id.;  Young  v.  Young,  18  Minn.  90;  contra,  Meade  v.  Thome,  2 

West  L.  M.  312;  Warner  v.  Warner,  11  Kans.  121:  Peyser  v.  Mc- 

.Cormack,  51  How.  Pr.  205.    A  notary  public,  who  is  an  attorney's 

clerk,  may  administer  an  oath  to  verify  a  pleading  prepared    by 

the  attorney.     Schuyler  Nat.  Bank  v.  BoUong,  24  Neb.  821. 

20  Laimbeer  v.  Allen,  2  Sandf .  648. 

21  Hubbell  V.  Livingston,  1  Code  R.  63;  Barrett  v.  Joelynn,    2» 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1070;  61  St.  Rep.  695;  9  Misc.  407. 

22  Laimbeer  v.  Allen,  2  Sandf.  648;  S.  C,  2  Code  R.  15. 
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I  288.  Wlien  answer  may  be  verified  —  ainendment.  A  de- 
fendant may  be  allowed  to  verify  his  answer  before  or  at  the 
trial®  If  defendant  omit  to  verify  the  answer  to  a  verified 
eompliiint,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  as  if  no  answer  was  filed.^^ 
Inability  of  counsel  to  obtain  defendant's  verification  in  time 
can  not  avail  in  resisting  a  motion  to  strike  out.^  If  the  verifi- 
cation be  omitted  or  defective,  the  court  may  allow  the  same  to 
be  inserted  or  amended«^ 

I  884.  Verification  by  sole  plaintiff  or  sole  defendant. 

Form  No.  6i. 
State  of  California,  ) 

City  and  County  of J  "•' 

.  A.  B.,  the  plaintiff  [or  defendant]  above  named,  being  duly 
Bwom,  says  as  follows: 

I  have  read  the  foregoing  complaint  [or  answer]  and  know 
the  contents  thereof,  and  that  the  same  is  true  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge. 

[SlGNATUBE.] 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  ) 

this day  of ,18. .      J 

J.  K.,  County  Clerk. 

I  885.  On  information  and  belief. 

Form  No.  62. 

[Venxte.] 

A.  B.,  the  plaintiff  above  named,,  being  duly  sworn,  says  as 
follows: 

I  have  read  the  foregoing  complaint  and  know  the  contents 
thereof,  and  that  the  same  is  true  of  my  own  knowledge,  except 

>3  Angler  v.  Masterson,  6  Cal.  ^;  Arrington  v.  Tapper,  10  id.  464; 
Uttlmer  v.  Ryan,  20  id.  628. 

» Stout  T.  Curran,  7  How.  Pr.  36;  Moloney  v.  Dows,  2  Hilt.  247; 
Hull  T.  BaU,  14  How.  Pr.  305;  McOulIough  v.  Olark,  41  Oal.  2d8; 
Littlejohn  v.  Munn.  3  Paige  Oh.  280. 

»Dniin  V.  Whiting,  9  Cal.  422. 

»Boyle»  V.  Hoyt,  2  West.  I^  M.  548;  W^hite  v.  Freese,  2  O.  S.  C.  R. 
30;  Bragg  v.  Blckford,  4  How.  Pr.  21;  .Tonea  v.  United  States  Slate 
Co..  16  Id.  129;  Davis  v.  Potter,  4  How.  155.  As  to  the  effect 
of  a  Terifieation  when  a  written  instnirnent  is  embodied  in  a  com- 
plaint, consult  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  447;  Corcoran  v.  Doll  32  Oal. 
83:  see.  also.  Heath  v.  Lent,  1  id.  411.  When  embodied  in  an  an- 
swer, see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §S  448,  449. 
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as  to  those  matters  therein  stated  on  information  or  [and]  belief, 
and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe  it  to  be  true. 

[Signature^] 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  ) 

this day  of ,  18. .      J 

J.  K.,  Notary  Public. 

I  286.  The  same.  There  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  our  statute 
prescribes  that  the  verification  shall  be  "upon  infonna- 
tion  or  belief,"  instead  of  "  upon  information  and  belief/'  yet 
the  former  is  the  statute  of  this  state;  in  New  York  the  statute 
is  different;  there  the  word  "  and  "  is  used.  There  can  be  no 
reason  why  the  language  of  the  verification  should  not  follow 
the  language  of  the  pleading  verified.  In  such  case  the  verifi- 
cation should  use  the  word  "  or  "  or  "  and  "  to  correspond  with 
the  pleading.  The  word  "  belief  "  is  to  be  taken  in  its  ordinarj- 
sense,  and  means  the  actual  conclusion  of  the  party  drawn  from 
information.  Positive  knowledge  and  mere  belief  can  not  exist 
together.^  If  the  pleader  avers  matters  "upon  information 
and  belief,"  or  "  upon  information  or  belief,"  the  verification 
will  be  sufficient  if  his  affidavit  states  that  as  to  the  matters 
thus  alleged  he  believes  the  pleading  to  be  true.^  Where  the 
pleader  states  nothing  on  the  information  or  belief,  the  verifica- 
tion need  not  mention  the  same.^  If,  however,  there  are  such 
allegations  in  the  pleading,  an  allegation  that  "  the  same  are 
true  according  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,"  is  in- 
sufficient.^^ So,  also,  a  verification  alleging  that  "  the  same  is 
substantially  true,"  etc.,  was  held  insufficient,  as  containing  a 
qualification  that  was  a  material  departure  from  the  require- 
ments of  the  Code.®^  Where  the  affidavit  of  a  defendant  to 
his  answer  states  that  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  foregoing 
answer  are  true,  except  as  to  those  matters  therein  stat^  on 

27  Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Cal.  50;  70  Am.  Dec.  61. 

28  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28;  Kirk  v.  Rhoads,  46  Id.  403. 

29  PattersoD  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28;  Kinkaid  v.  Kipp,  1  Duer,  692;  Roes 
V.  LoDgmuir,  15  Abb.  Pr.  326;  Kelly  v.  KeUy,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  143. 

80  Van  Home  v.  Montfromery,  5  How.  Pr.  238;  Stadler  v.  Parmlee. 
10  Iowa,  23.  A  verification  omlttinj?  the  words  "of  his  own 
knowledge,"  was  held  suflflcient  in  Sonthworth  v.  Curtis  6  How.  Pr. 
271;  see.  also,  Arata  v.  Tellurium,  etc.,  Co.  65  Cal.  340;  but  ad- 
judged fatal  in  WiUiams  v.  Rlel,  11  How.  Pr.  375;  Tibballa  v.  Self- 
ridge.  12  id.  64:  compare  People  v.  J^wift,  96  Cal.  165. 

«i  Waggoner  v.  Brown,  8  How.  Pr.  212. 
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infonnation  or  belief^  and  as  to  those  matters  that  he  believes 
them  to  be  true,  it  is  a  sufficient  verification,  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  he  should  state  in  the  affidavit  that  he  has  heard  the 
answer  read,  and  knows  the  contents  thereof.^  Where  facts  are 
alleged  in  a  verified  complaint  which  are  presumptively  within 
the  personal  knowledge  of  the  defendant^  he  is  not  permitted  to 
deny  them  upon  information  and  belief,  but  must  answer  posi- 
tively, and  this  rule  applies  to  corporations  and  their  officers  as 
well  as  to  natural  persons;^  but  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the 
denial  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  recorded  claim  of  lien.*^ 

I  887.  By  one  of  several  plaintiff  a  or  defendants. 

Form  No.  63, 

[Vbntje.] 
A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn  on  his  own  behalf,  and  on  behalf 
of  B.  8.,  one  of  the  other  defendants  therein,  says  as  follows: 

1.  I  am  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  above-entitled  action. 

2.  I  have  read  the  foregoing  answer,  and  know  the  contents 
thereof,  and  that  the  same  is  true  of  my  own  knowledge,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  on  information 
or  [and]  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe  it  to  be  true. 

[JuBAT.]  [Signature.] 

i  888.  When  one  of  several  may  verify.  One  of  several 
plaintiffs  may  verify.^  But  in  certain  cases  it  has  been  held 
that  where  the  action  is  joint,  the  parties  should  unite  in  the 
verification.'*^  Thus,  in  an  action  against  husband  and  wife, 
where  her  interest  is  separate,  the  answer  must  be  verified  by 
both,  if  relied  on  as  the  answer  of  both.^ 

» Fleming  v.  Wells,  65  C^l.  336. 

*>Loveland  v.  Gamer,  74  Cal.  298. 

^  Hagman  v.  Williams,  88  Cal.  146. 

M  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28;  Kell^  v.  Bowman,  Transcript 
Jot7  18,  1861.  The  verification  of  a  pleading  by  one  caplaintlif  or 
codefendant  is  a  sufficient  verification  under  California  practice. 
Clanionie  t.  Castle,  98  Gal.  30. 

» Andrews  v.  Stwms,  5  Sandf.  609;  Alfred  v.  Watklns,  1  Code  R. 
(N.  8.)  343;  HnU  v.  Ball.  14  How.  Pr.  305;  Wendt  v.  Peyser,  14  Hun. 
114;  Gray  v.  Kendall,  5  Bosw.  666. 

MToongs  v.  Seely,  12  How.  Pr,  395;  Reed  v.  Butler,  2  Hilt  589. 
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I  280.  By  two  parties^  saTerally. 

Form  No.  64. 

[Venue.] 

A.  B.  and  C.  D.^  the  plaintiffs  [or  defendants]  above  named, 
being  duly  sworn,  say,  each  for  himself,  as  follows: 

I  have  read  the  foregoing  complaint  [or  answer],  and  know 
the  contents  thereof,  and  the  same  is  true  of  my  own  knowl- 
edge [except  as  to  those  matters  stated  therein  on  information 
and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe  it  to  be  true]. 

[JUBAT.]  [SiGNATUBES.] 

I  200.  By  officer  of  corporation. 

Form  No.  65. 

[Venue.] 
A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  says  as  follows: 

1.  I  am  an  officer  of  the company,  the  plaintiffs 

[or  defendants]  above  named,  to-wit,  the  president  thereof. 

2.  I  have  read  the  foregoing  complaint  [or  answer],  and 
know  the  contents  thereof,  and  the  same  is  true  of  my  own 
knowledge  [except  as  to  those  matters  which  are  therein  stated 
on  information  or  [and]  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe 
it  to  be  true]. 

[  JuBAT.  ]  [  Sign  atube.  ] 

f  201.  Grounds  of  belief  —  sources  of  knowledge.  It  has 
been  held  that  a  verification  made  by  an  officer  of  a  corpora- 
tion need  not  state  the  grounds  of  belief  or  sources  of  knowl- 
edge.    It  is  a  verification  of  the  corporation.*^ 

f  202.  Managing  agent.  A  managing  agent  of  a  corporation 
is  an  officer  of  the  corporation  within  the  provisions  of  the  act.** 

87  Glaubensklee  v.  Hamburg  &  American  Packet  Co..  9  Abb.  Pr. 
104;  American  Insulator  Co.  v.  Bankers,  etc.,  Tel.  Co.,  2  How.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  120;  compare  Van  Home  v.  Montgomery,  5  How.  Pr.  238: 
Anable  v.  Anable,  24  Id.  92.  Section  62  of  the  Colorado  Civil  Code 
makes  special  provision  as  to  the » manner  in  which  a  pleading  by  a 
corporation  is  to  be  verilled,  and  the  sufficiency  of  a  verification  of 
such  a  pleading  is  to  be  tested  by  the  requirements  of  this  section, 
and  not  by  those  of  section  61,  which  provides  generally  for  the 
verification  of  pleadings.    Tulloch  v.  Skein  Works,  17  Col.  579. 

38  Glanbensklee  v.  Hamburg  &  American  Packet  Co.,  9  Abb.  Pr. 
104. 
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fi  293.  By  attorney  or  ag^nt,  whm  the  facts  are  within  hie 
personal  knowledge. 

Farm  No.  66. 

[Venue.] 
A.  B.^  being  first  duly  swom^  says: 

1. 1  am  the  attorney  of  the  plaintifE  in  this  action  [or  agent 
4IS  the  case  may  be]. 

2.  I  have  read  [or  heard  read]  the  foregoing  complaint  [or 
4mswer],  and  know  the  contents  thereof ,  and  the  same  is  true 
of  my  own  knowledge^  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  averred 
to  be  upon  information  or  behef^  and  as  to  these  matters  I 
believe  it  to  be  true. 

3.  The  reason  why  the  verification  is  not  made  by  the  plain- 
til!  [or  defendant],  is  that  the  facts  stated  in  said  complaint 
[or  answer]  are  not  within  his  personal  knowledge. 

[Jurat.  ]  [  Sign  atuee.  ] 

I  894.  The  same.  The  attorney  may  verify  a  complaint  in 
two  cases: 

1.  When  the  parties  are  absent  from  the  county  where  the 
attorney  resides,  or  from  some  cause  are  unable  to  verify  it. 

2.  When  all  the  material  allegations  of  the  petition  are  within 
his  personal  knowledge.^  But  in  all  cases  of  verification  by 
attorney  or  agent,  the  reason  why  the  verification  is  not  made 
1  y  the  party  must  be  set  forth  in  the  affidavit.*® 

Such  verification  by  an  agent  must  disclose  the  nature  of  the 
agency.**  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  verify  by  the  agent  who 
knows  most  about  the  matter.*^ 

I  295.  Agent  having  notes  in  posMSslon.  Stating  that  the 
notes  were  in  possession  of  deponent  sufficiently  avers  that  de- 

»  Mason  v.  Brown.  6  How.  Pr.  484;  Tread  well  v.  Passett,  10  Id. 
184;  Wheeler  v.  Ohesley.  14  Abb.  Pr.  441. 

^Cai.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  446;  and  see  Pence  v.  Durbin,  1  Idaho, 
5Kft.  For  examples  of  sufficient  verifications  by  attorneys,  see 
Wheeler  v.  Cheeley,  14  Abb.  Pr.  441;  Stannard  v.  Mattice.  7  How. 
Pr.  4;  Myers  v.  Gerritts,  13  Abb.  Pr.  106;  Goumey  v.  Wersuland, 
^  Pner.  613;  Ross  v.  Tiongmuir,  24  How.  Pr.  49;  Frisk  v.  Relgelman, 
T5  Wis.  499.  For  examples  of  Insufficient  verifications  by  attorneys 
or  a&rents,  see  Fitoh  v.  Bigelow.  5  How.  Pr.  237;  Meads  v.  Gleason, 
13  id.  313:  Tibballs  v.  Selfridge,  12  Id.  64;  Soutter  v.  Mather,  14  Abb. 
Pr.  440;  Bank  of  the  State  of  Maine  v.  Buel,  14  How.  Pr.  311; 
S«flrlp  V.  Richardson.  07  Iowa,  170. 

«  Boston  Locomotive  Works  v.  Wright,  15  How.  Pr.  25^ 

^  Drevert  v.  Appsert,  2  Abb.  Pr.  165. 

Vol.  1—27 
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poiieut  was  agent  of  the  plaintiff/^  and  authorized  to  verify 
the  complaint,^  whether  plaintiff  was  within  the  county  or 
not.**^  But  in  California,  possession  of  the  written  instrument 
or  obligation  updh  which  the  suit  is  based  does  not  authorize 
the  attorney  or  agent  to  verify  the  complaint.  The  verification 
of  a  pleading  by  an  attorney,  which  shows  no  inability  of  the 
party  to  make  the  verification,  must  state  directly  that  the 
facts  verified  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the  attorney.  He 
can  not  verify  upon  information  and  belief  in  such  case,  nor 
is  it  sufficient  to  state  that  the  facts  are  more  fully  known  to 
him  than  to  the  party  he  represents.*®  The  complaint  in.  an 
action  of  unlawful  detainer  was  verified  by  an  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  stated  in  the  affidavit  that  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  were  within  the  knowledge  of  affiant,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  complaint  was  properly  verified.*'^ 

I  296.  By  ag6nt  when  the  party  is  absent  from  the  county. 

,  Form  No.  67. 

[Venue.] 
A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  says  as  follows: 

1.  I  am  the  attorney  [or  one  of  the  attorneys]  of  the  plaintiff^ 
[or  defendant]  in  this  action. 

2.  I  have  read  the  foregoing  complaint  [or  answer]  aiid 
know  the  contents  thereof,  and  that  it  is  true  of  my  own 
knowledge  [except  as  to  those  matters  therein  stated  on  in- 
formation or  [and]  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe 
it  to  be  true]. 

3.  The  reason  this  verification  is  not  made  by  the  plaintiff 

[or  defendant]  is  that  he  is  not  within  the  county  of , 

which  is  the  county  where  I  reside. 

[Jurat.]  [Signature.] 

\  2d7.  The  same  —  absent  from,  county.  Where  the  party  is 
not  within  the  county  where  the  attorney  resides,  a  verifica- 
tion made  by  the  attorney  is  good,  though  he  have  no  personal 
knowledge  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations.*®    Although  it  ap» 

«  Myers  v.  GerritSs  13  Abb.  Pr.  106. 
44  Id. 

4C  Whfeeler  v.  Chesley,  14  Abb.  Pr.  441. 

46  Silcox  V.  Lanj?,  78  Cal.  118;  see  Beyer  v.  Wilson.  46  Hun.  397. 

47  Newman  v.  Bird,  60  Cal.  372. 

48  Humphreys  v.  MoCall,  9  Cal.  59:  70  Am.  Dec.  621 :  Ely  Y.  Frlsbie. 
17  Cal.  250:  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Id.  28:  Lefevre  v.  Latson,  5  Sandf. 
650;  Roscoe  v.  Malson,  7  How.  Pr.  121;  Stannard  v.  Mattice,  Id.  4; 
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pears  that  the  client  has  a  resident  agent  through  whom  the 
attorney  has  obtained  his  information.^^ 

f  298.  The  same  —  grounds  of  belief.  Where  an  attorney  or 
agent  verifies  a  complaint,  the  verification  shall  state  the 
grounds  of  belief,  and  the  reasons  why  it  was  not  made  by 
the  party.**  The  grounds  of  knowledge  or  belief  need  not  be 
Bet  forth  if  all  the  allegations  in  the  pleading  are  made  in  the 
positive  form.^^  Under  the  California  Code  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  attorney  or  agent  should  state  his  grounds  of  belief. 
And  when  a  verification  of  a  pleading  by  an  attorney  states 
that  the  parties  for  whom  he  is  attorney  are  absent  from  the 
county,  it  states  a  sufficient  statutory  reason  for  the  verification 
by  their  attorney,  and  no.  additional  force  would  be  given  to 
the  verification  by  adding*  that  it  is  for  that  reason  that  the 
verification  is  made  by  the  attorney.** 

I  899.  The  same  —  guardian.  The  guardian,  or  attorney  for 
the  guardian,  of  an  infant  plaintiff  may  verify."  In  an  action 
by  an  infant  appearing  by  a  guardian  ad  litem,  the  complaint 
may  properly  be  verified  by  the  guardian;  and  he  need  not 
do  80  as  the  agent  or  attorney  for  the  infant,  but  may  as  the 
plaintiff.** 

I  900.  Where  the  absent  plalntifP  is  a  corporatloii. 

Form  No.  68. 

[Vbnue.] 

A.  B.,  being  first  duly  sworn,  says:  I  am  the  attorney  of 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  I  have  read  the  foregoing  com- 
plaint, and  know  the  contents  thereof,  and  the  same  is  true 
of  my  own  knowledge  [except,  etc.]. 

The  reason  why  the  complaint  in  this  cause  is  not  verified 

Smith  v.  Roaenthall.  11  Id.  442;  Wilkin  v.  Oilman,  13  Id.  225;  People 
▼.  Allen.  14  Id.  334;  Drevert  v.  Appsert,  2  Abb.  Pr.  165;  Myers  v. 
Gerrito.  13  Id.  106;  Ooumey  v.  Wersuland,  3  Dner,  613;  Dlxwell  v. 
Woodsworth,  2  CSode  R.  1. 

•  Drevert  v.  Ai^sert.  2  Abb.  Pr.  165. 

■•Oregon  Code,  |  79;  Boston  locomotive  Works  v.  Wright,  15 
Row.  Pr.  253;  Meads  v.  Gleason,  13  Id.  300;  People  v.  Allen,  14  id. 
334. 

«  Boes  v.  Ix>nffmuir.  15  Abb.  Pr.  326. 

M  StepheoR  v.  Parrish,  83  Cal.  561. 

WHill  T.  Thacten  2  Code  R.  3;  Anable  v.  Anable,  24  How.  Pr. 
W:  Bogere  v.  Cruder,  7  Johns.  557. 

M  AnaUe  v.  Anable,  24  How.  Pr.  92L 
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by  an  officer  of  said  corporation  is,  that  its  place  of  busiuess 

is  at   ,  in  the  state  of   ,  and  that 

none  of  its  officers  are  now  within  the  county  of , 

where  I  reside. 

[JUBAT.]  [SlONATUJUE.] 

I  801.  V«rlflcfttlQ&  of  petltloii. 

Form  No.  69, 

[Insert  venue^  introduction^  and  description  of  deponent,  and 
add]: 

I  have  read  the  foregoing  petition  subscribed  by  me,  and 
know  the  contents  thereof;  that  the  same  is  [or^  where  each 
papers  are  annexed,  and  that  the  same  and  the  accounts  and 
inventories  hereunto  annexed  are]  true  of  my  own  knowledge 
[except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  on  information  or 
[and]  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  I  believe  it  to  be  true]. 
[Jurat.]  [Signature.] 

I  802.  Verified  petition.      The  petition  for  the  perpetuation 
of  testimony  must  be  verified  by  the  applicant  thereof." 

I  802a.  Waiver  of  objection.  The  want  of  a  proper  sub- 
scription or  verification  is  a  mere  irregularity,  which  is  waived 
by  pleading  over.*^  If  the  complaint  be  verified  by  one  of 
the  plaintiff ^8  attorneys,  but  no  reason  why  it  is  not  verified 
by  the  parties  is  stated,  as  required  by  the  statute,  such  defect 
is  waived  when  the  defendants  make  no  objection  to  the  veri- 
fication in  the  court  below,  and  file  an  answer  duly  verified  as 
to  some  of  the  defenses,  and  not  verified  as  to  others/"*^  And 
if  a  plaintiff  goes  to  trial  without  objection  for  the  want  of  a 
verification  of  the  answer,  he  can  not  raise  the  question  after 
a  decision  is  rendered  against  him.^ 

M  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  %  2084. 
M  State  V.  Chadwlck,  10  Oreg.  423. 
07  Nichols  V.  Jones.  14  Col.  61. 

Bs  San  Francisco  v.  Itsell,  80  Oal.  57;  see  Lange  ▼.  Dammier,  119 
Ind.  507. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

COMPLAINTS  IN   GENEBAL. 

i  SOS.  In  generaL  The  complaint,  under  the  California 
Code,  or  the  petition,  as  it  is  called  in  some  states,  is  the  first 
pleading  in  the  action,  and  the  foundation  for  all  future  pro- 
ceedings. In  modem  practice,  it  is  a  substitute  for  the  declara- 
tion at  common  law,  and  under  the  new  system,  the  plaintiff's 
allegations  showing  his  csuse  of  action,  whether  at  law  or  in 
eqnity,  are  termed  the  complaint.^  The  Code,  as  adopted  in 
most  of  the  states  and  territories  of  the  Union,  declares  ex- 
pressly what  the  complaint  shall  contain,  which  is  as  follows: 
1.  The  title  of  the  action,  specifying  the  name  of  the  court 
and  the  name  of  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought, 
and  the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant; 2.  A  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action 
in  ordinary  and  concise  language;  and,  3.  A  demand  for  the 
relief  which  the  plaintifiE  claims. 

f  S04.  Tint  sabdiTlBion  of  complaint.  The  first  subdivision 
of  complaints  under  the  Code,  which  provides  what  the  com- 
plaint shall  contain,  will  be  found  imder  the  title.  Formal  Parts 
of  Pleadings,  part  second,  chapter  II,  where  the  entitling  of 
a  canse  may  be  found,  with  forms  and  authorities  in  support 
thereof. 

i  SOS.  Awerment  of  character  and  capacity.  If  the  plaintifF 
roe  in  a  representative  or  official  character  or  capacity,  the 

iTbe  alle^tions  of  a  complaint  or  petition  determine  the  ctaar- 
trtep  and  object  of  an  action.  Mining  Co.  v.  Klrtley,  12  Col.  410; 
Htmt  T.  Mining  Co.,  14  id.  451;  Adams  v.  Ash.  46  Hun,  165;  School 
Comnriaaionen  v.  Center  Township,  143  Ind.  991. 
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character  must  be  alleged  as  well  as  stated  in  the  title.^  It  is 
uFual  and  proper  in  stating  the  title  to  a  complaint  in  such  cases 
to  add  to  the  name  of  the  party  a  designation  stating  the 
especial  character  which  he  sustains,  as  '^A.  B.,  Executor," 
*'  C.  D.,  Sheriflf/*  This,  however,  will  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  the  averment  of  the  character  in  which  he  sues. 
Standing  alone  in  the  title  would  be  but  a  mere  descriptio  per- 
sonae?  Such  an  averment,  and  also  an  averment  that  the  action 
is  brought  by  him  in  such  capacity,  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  re- 
covery in  that  capacity.*  In  general  a  plaintiff  can  not  sue  in 
two  capacities,  private  and  representative,  in  the  same  action.* 

f  306.  The  same  —  action  by  agrent.  The  character  of  agent 
.of  a  company  must  be  averred.*  But  an  agent  can  not  sue  as 
such  unless  specially  authorized  by  statute. 

I  307.  The  same  —  action  by  assignee.  The  character  of 
assignee  must  be  averred  when  plaintiff  sues  in  that  capacity.'' 
But  the  form  of  the  assignment,  or  the  consideration  thereof, 
need  not  be  stated.®  And  on  an  assignment  by  a  corporation, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  aver  that  the  directors  were  authorized  to 
make  it.® 

I  308.  The  same  — action  by  company  or  partnership.    In  an 

action  where  a  member  of  a  company  is  plaintiff  or  defendant. 

2  Gould  V.  Glass,  18  Barb.  185;  Smith  v.  Levlnus,  8  N.  Y.  472,  and 
other  authorities  there  cited. 

«  Merritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168;  Hallett  v.  Harrower,  33  Barb. 
.537;  Barfleld  v.  Price,  40  Oal.  535;  Freeman  v.  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
14  Abb.  Pr.  407;  Murray  v.  Church,  58  N.  Y.  621;  Bonesteed  v. 
Garlinghouse,  60  Barb.  338;  and  see  Secor  v.  Pendleton,  47  Hun,  281; 
Wetmore  v.  Porter,  92  N.  Y.  76;  Buyce  v.  Buyce,  48  Hun,  453. 

4  Fowler  v.  Westervelt.  40  Barb.  373;  Agate  v.  King,  17  Abb.  Pr. 
59,  distinguishing  upon  this  point  the  decision  in  Gould  v.  Glass, 
19  Barb.  179. 

•  Yates  V.  Kimmel,  5  Mo.  87.  See  this  subject  further  considered 
posty  Forms  of  Ck>mplaints  —  By  and  against  particular  persons. 
IndiTidually  and  In  a  representative  and  official  capacity. 

•  Tolmle  V.  Dean,  1  Wash.  Ter.  46. 

T  Butterfleld  v.  Macomber,  22  How.  Pr.  150;  Wheelock  v.  Lee,  15 
Abb.  (N.  S.)  24;  see  Murdock  v.  Brooks,  38  Oal.  596;  De  Nobele  ▼. 
Lee,  61  How.  Pr.  272;  King  v.  Felton,  63  Cal.  66. 

•  Fowler  v.  New  York  Indem.  Ins.  Co.,  23  Barb.  151;  Morans^e  ▼. 
Mudge,  6  Abb.  Pr.  243. 

0  Nelson  v,  Eaton,  16  Ab't.  Pr.  113;  see  posU  Forms  of  Complaints-- 
Actions  by  Assignees. 
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niembereliip  must  be  averred.*^  And  the  jurisdiction  and  a 
cause  of  action  must  be  shown.**  And  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
where  such  actions  will  lie,  in  actions  by  or  against  joint-stock 
companies,  tho  complaint  must  allege  that  the  company  \&  a 
joint-stock  company  or  association,  consisting  of  more  than 
seven  shareholders  or  associates.*'  But  in  an  action  in  which 
the  defendants  were  named  Hull  &  Co.,  the  "  &  Co."  were  con- 
sidered surplusage.*^  A  complaint  which  contains  no  other 
designation  of  the  party  plaintiflf  than  the  name  of  a  copartner- 
ship firm  is  deemed  defective.** 

i  809.  Th6  same  —  action  by  corporation.  In  New  York^ 
where  the  plaintiff  sues  by  an  appropriate  corporate  name,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  aver  expressly  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corpora- 
tion; in  such  a  case  there  is  an  implied  averment  to  that  effect.** 
This  holding,  however,  was  upon  a  demurrer  assigning  as  the 
grounds  thereof:  1.  That  it  appeared  from  the  pleading  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  legal  capacity  to  sue;  and,  2.  That  it  did 
not  contain  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action.  The  general 
rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  a  corporation  plaintiff  must  aver  that 
it  ig  a  corporation,  the  exception  being  where  the  defendant  is 
estopped  from  denying  the  incorporation,  as  by  having  con- 
tracted with  it  by  ita  corporate  name.*®    Where  plaintiff  suing 

i«Tolmle  v.  Dean,  1  Wash.  Ter.  46;  see  Express  (5o.  v.  Harris, 
120  Tnd.  73:  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  315;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Floss.  67  Md. 
M:  1  Am.  St  Rep.  398.  Suit  may  be  brought  in  the  Dame  of  a 
partnership  which  has  been  dissolved,  describing  it  as  a  late  part- 
nership, and  setting  out  the  names  of  the  late  partners.  Tompkins 
T.  Uvy,  87  Ala-  263;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  31. 

iJ  Tolmie  V.  Dean,  1  Waah.  Ter.  46. 

» Tiffany  v.  Williams.  10  Abb.  Pr.  204. 

"  MuUlken*  v.  Hull.  5  Cal.  245. 

1^  Oilman  v.  Cosgrove,  22  Cal.  356;  Walker  v.  Parkins,  9  Jur. 
«B:  ft  Law  Jonr.  R.  214,  Q.  B.;  1  New  Pr.  Cas.  199;  2  D.  &  L.  982; 
«*e  post.  Forms  of  Complaint:  Actions  by  Corporations  and 
Partnera 

1*  Union  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Osgood,  1  Duer,  707;  The  Bank  of  Genesee 
▼.  The  Patcbin  Bank,  13  N.  Y.  313;  Phoenix  Bank  of  New  York  v. 
I>onn€ll,  41  Barb.  571. 

w  CJonneoticut  Bank  v.  Smith,  17  How.  Pr.  487.  The  statute 
DOW  exprefssly  provides  that  the  complaint  in  an  action  by  or  against 
a  corporation  must  aver  that  the  plaintiflf  or  defendant^  as  the  case 
may  be,  is  a  corporation.  X.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1775;  and  see 
Fox  V.  Erie,  etc.,  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  .^:  Fraser  v.  Provident  Assoc.,  8 
Miic.  7;  Noye  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Raymond,  8  id.  353. 
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as  supervisor^  dsecribed  himself  in  the  title  of  the  compMnt  a& 
supervisor  of  North  Hempstead,  and  commenced  it,  "  The  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff  above  named,  as  supervisor  as  aforesaid,, 
shows,*^  etc.,  it  was  held  on  demurrer,  a  sufficient  statement  of 
the  capacity  in  which  he  sued.*'' 

The  act  of  incorporation  may  be  pleaded  by  reciting  the  title 
of  the  act  and  the  date  of  its  passage.*®  But  it  must  be  set  forth 
with  accuracy.*®  But  the  short  mode  of  pleading  permitted  bv 
this  statute  is  not  intended  to  relieve  corporations  from  proving 
their  existence.^  Where  the  original  act  of  plaintiff's  incorpora- 
tion is  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  a  vague  reference  to  other 
general  statutes  aifecting  it  does  not  render  the  complaint  de- 
murrable.2* 

I  810.  Tlie  same  —  permission  to  sue.  There  are  cases  in 
which  by  reason  of  some  special  character,  a  party  can  not  sue 
or  be  sued  except  by  permission  of  the  court.  In  such  cases, 
the  obtaining  permission  to  sue  should  be  alleged  stating  how, 
when,  and  from  whom  obtained,  as  in  case  of  a  receiver ;22  or  of 
a  guardian  of  an  habitual  drunkard;^  or  of  a  lunatic.^ 

S  311.  Second    subdivision  —  statement    of    cause   of   action. 

The  complaint  should  state  expressly  and  in  direct  terms  the 
facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  and  leave  no  essential  fact 
in  doubt,  or  to  be  inferred  or  deduced  by  argument  from  the 
other  facts  stated,  as  inference,  argument,  or  hypothesis  can  not 
be  tolerated  in  a  pleading.^    A  cause  of  action  being  the  right 

17  Smith  V.  Levinus,  8  N.  Y.  472. 

18  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  450;  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Haskins,  1  Johns.  Gas. 
132. 

i»  Union  Bank  v.  Dewey,  1  Sandf .  509. 

20  Onondaga  County  Bank  v.  Caxr,  17  Wend.  443;  compare  Bank: 
of  WatervUle  v.  Beltser,  13  How.  Pr.  270;  Bank  of  Genesee  v. 
Patchin  Bank.  13  N.  Y.  (3  Kem.)  309. 

21  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  D wight,  1  Hilt.  50;  see  post.  Forms  of 
Complaint  —  Actions  by  Corporations. 

22  Angel  V.  Smith,  9  Ves.  335;  3  Bro.  O.  Cas.  88;  Merrltt  v.  Lyons. 
16  Wend.  410;  Ohautanqne  County  Bank  v.  Risley,  19  N.  Y.  376. 

28  Hall  V.  Taylor,  8  How.  Pr.  428. 

wwnilams  V.  Cameron,  26  Barb.  172;  Graham  v.  Scripture,  2S 
How.  Pr.  501;  see  post  Forms  of  Complaints  —  Actions  by  Re- 
ceivers and  Guardians. 

25  Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250:  citing  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Id.  411 7 
76  Am.  Dec.  492.  The  plaintiff  Is  required  to  state  his  cause  of 
action  with  sufficient  particularity  to  Inform  the  defendant  of  its 


217  C0MPLAIKT8  IN  GENERAL.  §  SIZ 

a  peiBon  has  to  institute  and  carry  through  a  proceedings^  and 
as  the  object  of  the  complaint  is  to  present  the  facts  upon  which 
the  action  is  founded  in  ordinary  and  concise  language^^  the 
manner  of  the  statement  of  those  facts  becomes  a  matter  of  im- 
portance^  not  only  in  reference  to  the  facts  which  should  be 
alleged,  but  of  such  facts  as  need  not  be  alleged  and  which 
ought  to  be  omitted  from  the  complaint. 

It  is  not  in  general  necessary  to  make  it  appear  on  the  face  of 
a  complaint  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  or 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action.^  It  is,  however,  held  that 
man  action  against  a  foreign  corporation,  the  complaint  must 
allege  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident,  or  that  the  cause  of  action 
vaa,  or  the  subject  of  it  is  situated  in  this  state.^ 

Allegations  in  a  complaint  must  be  consistent  with  each  other, 
and  such  as  are  not  consistent,  as  well  as  such  allegations  as  are 
absurd,  and  the  truth  of  which  is  impossible,  may  be  regarded 
as  surplusage.'^  An  averment  at  the  end  of  a  complaint  that  the 
defendant  owes  the  plaintiff  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  and  is 
not  admitted  by  demurrer.®*  The  complaint  need  not  be  dated, 
nor  need  it  state  the  time  when  the  action  was  commenced.'* 
But  the  clerk  shall  indorse  on  the  complaint  the  day,  month,  and 
jear  the  same  is  filed.'' 

I  81S.  What  fatcts  are  to  be  etated.  Those  facts,  and  those 
only,  should  be  stated,  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action;'* 
and  the  kind  of  relief  should  be  explicitly  demanded.'* 

real  character.  Iron  Oo.  v.  Worthlngton,  2  Wash.  Ter.  472.  And  he 
must  recover.  If  at  aU,  npon  the  cause  of  action  as  set  out  in  his 
ramplalnt  Burke  v.  Levy,  68  Oal.  32;  Gregory  v.  Railroad  Oo., 
112  Ind.  385;  Easterly  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y.  440;  see  S  205,  ante. 

M  Meyer  v.  Van  GoUem,  28  Barb.  231. 

»Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  426;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  481. 

»Ko«nig  V.  Nott,  8  Abb.  Pr.  884;  Spencer  v.  Bogers  Locomotive 
Works,  17  Id.  110. 

3*  House  V.  Cooper,  16  How.  Pr.  202. 

»  Sacramento  County  v.  Bird,  31  Cal.  66. 

nHlUard  v.  Baldwin.  3  Gray.  484;  Coddingr  v.  Mansfield,  7  id. 
m;  IS  Id.  392. 

ttMaynard  v.  Talcott,  11  Barb.  569. 

n  Cal.  Code,  §  406;  and  Codes  of  Nevada,  Idaho,  Arizona,  etc. 

M  Green  v.  Palmer.  15  Cal.  413;  76  Am.  Der.  492:  Wilson  v. 
Cleaveland.  30  Cal.  192;  RascoulUat  v.  Rene,  32  id.  4'5;  Buddlnpton  v. 
IJtTla,  6  How.  Ft.  402. 

"Bankston  v.  Farrls,  26  Mo.  175;  Biddle  v.  Boyce,  13  id.  582. 

28 
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All  the  material  facts  out  of  which  the  cause  of  action  arose 
ought  to  be  stated,  and  none  others;^  and  they  should  be  stated 
in  an  intelligible  and  issuable  form,  capable  of  trial;^^  but  a  de- 
fective allegation  of  a  fact  may  be  cured  by  default  or  verdict.^ 
A  statement  in  a  complaint  that  the  contract  sued  on  wa^  made 
payable  in  a  specific  kind  of  money,  is  an  allegation  of  a  material 
fact~ 

It  is  laid  down  as  a  rule  that  the  complaint  must  contain  all 
the  facts  which,  upon  a  general  denial,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
bound  to  prove  in  the  first  instance,  to  protect  himself  from  a 
nonsuit,  and  show  himself  entitled  to  a  judgment.^  And  this 
statement  must  be  made  without  unnecessary  repetition.** 

The  statute  in  this  respect  is  only  declaratory  of  the  common 
law,*^  and  is  applicable  as  well  to  every  description  of  pleading 
under  the  Code,  whether  in  law  or  equity,  all  distinctions  in  the 
form  of  actions  having  been  abolished.**  This  rule  governs  all 
cases  of  pleading,  legal  and  equitable.** 

««  HentBCh  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  655;  Hicks  v.  Murray,  43  Id,  622; 
Bracket  v.  WUklnson,  13  How.  Pr.  102;  Elwood  v.  Gardner.  45  N. 
Y.  349;  Van  Nest  v.  Talmage,  17  Abb.  Pr.  99;  Wade  v.  Rosber,  4 
Bo8w.  587;  Smith  v.  Foster,  5  Greg.  44;  HcHladay  v.  Blliott,  ft  id. 
340:  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Laughlin,  4  N.  Dak.  391. 

STBoyce  v.  Brown,  7  Barb.  81;  Lob  Angeles  v.  Signoret,  50  Gal. 
298. 

3d  Russell  V.  Mixer,  42  Gal.  475;  see,  also,  Mercier  t.  Lewis,  39 
id.  535;  and  Reynolds  y.  Hosmer,  45  id.  616.  If  a  complaint  falls 
.  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  advantage 
may  be  taken  of  the  defect  by  demurrer,  by  motion  for  Judgment 
on  the  pleadings,  or  upon  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Kelley  y.  Krless, 
68  Gal.  210. 

w  Wallace  y.  Eldredge,  27  Gal.  498. 

40  1  Van  Santy.  215;  Bristol  y.  The  Rensselaer,  etc..  Go..  9  Barb. 
158;  Tallman  y.  Green,  3  Sandf.  437;  Garyey  y.  Fowler,  4  id.  665; 
4  How.  Pr.  08;  Paff  y.  Kinney,  5  id.  390;  Turner  y.  Gomstock,  1 
Gode  R.  102;  Tucker  y.  Rushton.  2  id.  59;  Russell  y.  Glapp.  3  Id.  W; 
Mann  y.  Morewood,  5  Sandf.  564;  Lienan  y.  Lincoln.  2  Duer,  670: 
Green  v.  Palmer,  15  C«l.  414;  76  Am.  Dec.  492;  Northern  Railway 
Co.  V.  .Ionian,  87  Cfll.  23. 

41  Lawrence  y.  Miller,  2  N.  Y.  253;  N.  Y.  Gode,  i  142;  Laws  of 
Oregon,  f,  65;  Wash.  Ter.,  $  53. 

42  Gladwin  y.  Stebbins.  2  Gal.  103. 

48  Piercy  y.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  27;  70  Am.  Dec.  692;  Cordier  v.  Sctaloss,' 
12  Oal.  147. 

44  Goodwin  V.  Hammond,  13  Cal.  169:  73  Am.  Dec.  574;  Riddle' 
T.  Baker.  13  Gal.  302;  Payne  y.  Treadwell,  16  id.  243. 
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A  complaint  is  materially  defective  if^  to  lay  the  foundatioa 
of  a  recovery,  the  proof  must  go  further  than  the  allegations  it 
contains.^  It  must  be  so  framed  ^^  as  to  raise  upon  its  face  the 
question  whether,  admitting  the  facts  stated  to  be  true,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  instead  of  leaving  that  question 
to  be  raised  or  determined  upon  the  trial."**  For  where  a  com- 
plaint shows  no  legal  cause  of  action  on  its  face,  a  judgment  by 
default  can  no  more  be  taken  than  it  can  be  over  a  general 
demurrer.*'' 

If  the  complaint  contains  one  good  count,  though  the  find- 
ings of  fact  are  defective,  it  will  be  sufficient;**  since  a  plaintiff 
can  only  recover  for  such  causes  of  action  as  are  stated  in  his 
complaint,*^  he  must  show  a  good  cause  of  action,*^  and  facts 
«ufl5cient  to  constitute  it.*^^ 

i  318.  AUegatlonB  on  information  and  belief.  Allegations 
made  upon  information  and  belief  should  be  distinguished  by 
the  phrase,  "  alleges  upon  information  and  belief."  The  de- 
mons on  this  point  have  been  numerous  and  irreconcilable.** 
Section  524  of  the  new  Code  of  Procedure  in  New  York  settles 
the  question  in  that  state.  It  provides:  '^  The  allegations  or 
denials  in  a  verified  pleading  must,  in  form,  be  stated  to  be 
made  by  the  party  pleading.  Unless  they  are  therein  stated  to 
he  made  upon  the  information  and  belief  of  the  party,  they 
must  be  regarded,  for  all  purposes,  including  a  criminal  prosecu- 

«  Stanley  v.  Whipple,  2  McLean,  35. 

^1  Van  Santv.  216.  Every  complaint  in  an  action  must  be 
foanded  upon  a  theory  under  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
rvcoTer,  and  must  state  all  the  facts  essential  to  support  such 
theory,  and,  failing;  to  do  so,  it  is  radically  defective,  and  does  not 
ttate  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Buena  Vista, 
etc..  Oo.  V.  Tuohy,  107  Cal.  243;  and  see  Powder  Co.  v.  Hildebrand, 
187  Ind.  462. 

«T  Abbe  V.  Marr,  14  Oal.  211. 

« Lucas  V.  San  Francisco,  28  Cal.  591;  TerrtU  v.  Terrill,  109  id. 
413;  Hayden  v.  Sample.  10  Mo.  215;  State  v.  Campbell,  id.  724; 
Marshall  v.  Bouldin.  8  id.  244;  see  H  3071,  post. 

•Benedict  v.  Bray,  2  Cal.  256:  Smith  v.  Smith,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
551;  Bowen  v.  Webster,  38  id.  917;  Shaw  v.  Fleming,  174  Penn.  St. 
52;  Mayer  v.  Ver  Bryclc,  46  Neb.  221. 

M  Runell  V.    Ford.  2  Cal.  86;  LitUe  v.  Mercer,  9  Mo.  216. 

M  Summers  v.  Farlsh,  10  Cal.  347;  Maguire  v.  Vice,  20  Mo.  429. 

■>6ee  Tmscott  v.  Dole,  7  How.  Pr.  221;  St.  John  v.  Beers,  24  Id. 
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tion,  aa  having  been  made  upon  the  knowledge  of  the  person 
verifying  the  pleading.  An  allegation  that  the  party  has  not 
sufficient  knowledge  or  information  to  form  a  belief  with  re- 
spect to  a  matter,  must,  for  the  same  purposes,  be  regarded  as 
an  allegation  that  the  person  verifying  the  pleading  has  not  such 
knowledge  or  information."  The  difference  in  the  authorities 
upon  this  question  has  grown  out  of  a  very  literal  application  of 
the  rule  that  all  facts  must  be  positively  alleged.  When  plead- 
ings were  not  required  to  be  verified,  the  rule  was  of  easy  applica- 
tion. But  this  rule  related  to  the  form  of  the  allegation  and  not 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  party.  It  is  evident  that  a  fact  may  be 
averred  positively,  so  far  as  the  form  of  the  allegation  is  con- 
cerned, and  yet  the  truth  of  the  allegation  rests  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief.  A  failure  to  distinguish  in  the  pleading  be- 
tween facts  stated  on  personal  knowledge  and  those  stated  on 
information  and  belief  must  of  necessity  defeat  to  a  great  extent 
the  object  to  be  attained  by  verification,  unless  the  person  verify- 
ing shall  be  held  to  have  made  every  allegation  upon  personal 
knowledge. 

The  propriety  and  sufficiency  of  allegations  upon  information 
and  belief,  otherwise  unobjectionable,  have  not  been  questioned 
in  California,  unless  in  injunction  cases.*^  Facts  not  pre- 
sumptively within  the  knowledge  of  the  pleader  may  be  alleged 
upon  information  and  belief.*^*  And  the  objection  that  the 
averments  of  a  complaint  are  made  on  information  and  belief  is 
not  a  ground  of  demurrer  either  general  or  special.  The  objec- 
tion can  be  raised  by  motion  only.*"^  A  direct  allegation  of  a 
fact  may  be  expressed  to  be  made  "  upon  information  and  be- 
lief," and  is  not  on  that  account  bad  on  demurrer.  But,  suffi- 
cient facts  having  been  stated  as  existing,  the  allegation  of  the 
pleader  that  he  states  them  "  upon  information  and  belief,"  will 
be  regarded  as  surplusage."  Under  the  Code  of  Procedure  of 
the  state  of  Washington,  section  203,  covering  the  verification 
of  pleadings,  a  complaint  asking  for  a  temporary  injunction  veri- 

MSee  Patterson  v.  Ely.  19  Oal.  30,  36,  40;  Kirk  v.  Rhoads,  46 
Id.  408;  New  York  Marbled  Iron  Works  v.  Smith,  4  Duer,  362;  Roby 
T.  Hallock,  55  How.  Pr.  412;  5  Abb.  N.  O.  86;  Bennett  v.  Manufac- 
turing Co.,  110  N.  Y.  150;  Sheldon  v.  Rabin,  12  Daly.  84. 

M  Thaekara  v.  Reid,  1  Utah,  238;  Jones  v.  Pearl  Mininur  Oo.,  20 
Ool.  417. 

Hid.;  Carpenter  v.  Smith,  20  Col.  89. 

••  Warburton  v.  Ralph,  9  Wash.  St.  537. 
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fied  upon  the  belief  of  the  appUcant  is  sufficient.^''  A  denial 
upon  information  and  belief  is  authorized  by  the  Code  of  North 
Dakota  in  a  case  where  the  party  making  the  denial  has  informa- 
tion inducing  a  belief  that  the  facts  sought  to  be  denied  are 
untrue^  but  has  not  absolute  knowledge  that  they  are  untrue. 
In  such  case  a  general  denial^  or  a  denial  of  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief^  would  be  improper.^ 

I  314.  Joinder  of  causM  of  aetton.  The  Codes  of  all  the 
states  make  provisions  for  the  joinder  of  causes  of  action.  Such 
proyisions  differ  in  their  details.  In  California,  and  in  most  of 
the  other  Code  states,  it  is  provided  that  the  plaintiff  may  unite 
WTeral  causes  of  action  in  the  same  complaint,  where  they  all 
«rise  out  of:  (1)  Contracts,  expressed  or  implied;  (2)  Claims  to 
lecoTer  specific  real  property,  with  or  without  damages  for  the 
withholding  thereof,  or  for  waste  committed  thereon,  and  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  same;  (3)  Claims  to  recover  specific  per- 
sonal property,  with  or  without  damages  for  the  withholding 
thereof;  (4)  Claims  against  a  trustee  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  or 
by  operation  of  law;  (5)  Injuries  to  character;  (6)  Injuries  to 
person;  (7)  Injuries  to  property.  The  causes  of  action  so  united 
must  all  belong  to  one  only  of  these  classes,  and  must  affect  all 
the  parties  to  the  action,  and  not  require  different  places  of  trial, 
and  must  be  separately  stated.  But  an  action  for  malicious 
Arrest  and  prosecution,  or  either  of  them,  may  be  united  with 
an  action  for  either  an  injury  to  character  or  to  the  person .'^^^ 
In  construing  this  provision  of  the  Code,  it  has  been  held  that 
causes  of  action  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction,  against  the 
same  parties,  where  all  the  defendants  are  interested  in  the 
same  claim  of  right,  and  where  the  relief  asked  for  in  relation  to 
each  is  of  the  same  general  character,  may  in  general  be  united.*^ 
Thus,  an  action  for  damages  and  also  for  a  penalty,  in  a  suit 
against  a  sheriff  for  a  failure  to  execute  process,  may  be  united.®^ 

•TOady  T.  Case,  11  Wash.  St.  134.  An  affidavit  sworn  to  upon 
the  beUef  of  a  party  is  held  equivalent  to  swearing  that  It  is  true. 
Thayer  v.  Burger,  100  Ind.  262;  Champ  v.  Kendrick,  130  id.  549. 

w  Russell  V.  Amundson,  4  N.  Dak.  112. 

» Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  427. 

•^Varick  V.  Smith,  5  Paige  Ch.  137;  28  Am.  Dec.  417;  Jones  v. 
Steamship  "Cortes,"  17  Cal.  487;  79  Am.  Dec.  142;  Stock-Growers' 
Bank  t.  Newton,  13  Col.  245;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hummel,  14  Id. 

^VttakeB  V.  Freer,  9  Cal.  642. 
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So  a  complaint  in  ejectment  may  be  for  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct pieces  of  land,  but  the  two  causes  of  action  must  be  sepa- 
rately stated,  and  affect  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  not 
require  different  pilaces  of  trial.^    And  under  our  system  a 
cause  of  action  in  tort  may  be  united  with  a  cause  of  action  on 
contract,  if  the  two  causes  of  action  arise  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action.^    Under  the  Utah  statute  (Comp.  Laws,  1888,  •§  2349), 
providing  for  the  joinder  of  several  causes  of  action  arising  out 
of  injuries  to  property,  the  plaintiff  may  unite  two  causes  of 
action,  each  for  the  killing  of  the  same  horse,  charged  in  differ- 
ent ways.**    So,  a  count  in  indebitatus  assumpsit,  framed  sub- 
stantially as  required  at  common  law,  is  now  held  to  be  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  Code  mandate  as  to  allegations  of 
fact.**^    And  among  causes  of  action  which  may  be  properly 
joined  are  the  following:    A  cause  of  action  for  the  cancellation 
of  a  deed  to  real  property  with  an  action  for  the  possession  of 
the  same  property.*®    A  paragraph  of  complaint  seeking  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  real  estate  may  be  joined  with  another 
claiming  damages  for  its  detention;*'  or  a  paragraph  of  com- 
plaint to  recover  damages  for  conversion  may  be  joined  with  a 
paragraph  to  recover  possession  of  the  same  property;*®  trespass 
to  real  estate  by  undermining  a  house,  and  case  for  injury  to  the 
personal  property  in  it,  are  joinable  if  the  proof  is  the  same  for 
both;**  unpaid  subscriptions  and  the  stockholders'  individual 
liability  may  both  be  pursued  by  a  judgment  creditor  in  the  same 
action;^*  a  cause  of  action  for  damages  for  several  breaches  of 
the  terms  of  an  express  contract,  and  a  cause  of  action  on  a 
quantum  meruit  for  work  and  labor  performed  and  materials  fur- 
nished, may  be  united  in  the  same  complaint;''^  so,  a  cause  of 

» Boles  V.  Cohen,  15  Cal.  151. 

«8  Jones  V.  Steamship  "  Ck)rte6,"  17  Cal.  487;  Sturges  v.  Burton, 
8  Ohio  St  215;  Mackenzie  v.  Hatton,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  873;  6  Misc.  153. 

M  Jensen  v.  Railway  Co.,  6  Utah,  253. 

65  Gale  V.  James,  11  Col.  540;  Ball  v.  Fulton  County,  31  Ark.  379; 
McManus  v.  Mining  Co.,  4  Nev.  15;  Oampbell  v.  Shiland,  14  Ool. 
401. 

«« Stock-Growers'  Bank  v.  Newton,  13  Col.  246. 

«7  Langsdsle  v.  Woolen,  120  Ind.  16;  Locke  v.  Peters,  66  Oal.  iei» 
162;  Furlong  v.  Oooney,  72  id.  322. 

«  Baals  V.  Stewart,  109  Ind.  371. 

«»  Henshaw  v.  Noble,  7  Ohio  St.  226. 

70  Warner  v.  Oallender.  20  Ohio  St.  190. 

Ti  Remy  v.  Olds,  88  Cal.  537;  and  see  Cowan  v.  Abbott,  92  Id.  100; 
Waggy  V.  Scott,  29  Oreg.  38a 
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action  for  work  and  labor  performed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant,  and  a  cause  of  action  for  work  and  labor  performed 
for  the  defendant  by  an  assignor  of  the  plaintiff,  may  be  united 
in  the  same  complaint;''^  a  cause  of  action  to  recover  back  money 
paid  by  mistake  of  fact  rests  upon  an  implied  contract,  and  may 
be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  upon  an  express  contract  for  the 
recovery 'of  rent  upon  premises  leased;''^  an  injunction,  and  in- 
cidentally thereto  an  account  of  damages,  may  be  sought  in  the 
same  action;''*  and  where  a  purchaser  at  execution  sale  brought 
an  action  to  set  aside  certain  conveyances  alleged  to  have  been 
fraudulently  made  by  the  judgment  debtor,  and  to  recover  pos^ 
session  of  the  property,  there  was  held  to  be  no  misjoinder  of 
causes  of  action.'"^ 

I  314a.  Separata  etatement  of  cause  of  action.  Each  cause  of 
action  should  be  separately  and  distinctly  siiatedJ*  And  each 
separate  and  distinct  proposition  of  each  cause  of  action  should 
^e  separately  set  forth,  and  logical  order  should  be  observed 
in  the  statement  of  the  premises,  leaving  the  conclusions  of 
law  deduced  therefrom  to  be  drawn  by  the  court.  The  better 
practice  is  to  number  each  cause  of  action,  and  each  proposi- 
tion of  each  cause  of  action."  The  causes  of  action  required 
to  be  separately  stated  are  such  as  by  law  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  separate  actions,  and  each  of  which  would  be  a  perfect  cause 
of  action  in  itself.''^  And  such  statement  should  begin  with 
appropriate  words  to  designate  it  as  such.''®     Each  statement 

«  Fraeer  v.  Oakdale,  etc.,  Lumber  Co.,  73  Cal.  187. 

^Olmatead  v.  Dauphiny,  104  Oal.  635. 

w  Converse  v.  Hawkins,  31  Ohio  St.  209. 

n  PfUter  V.  Daacey,  65  Cal.  403. 

n  Boles  T.  Cohen,  15  Oal.  151;  People  v.  Railroad  Co.,  83  id.  303; 
Btnrges  ▼.  Burton,  8  Ohio  St.  215;  N.  Y.  Code  Oiv.  Pro..  S  483; 
72  Am.  Dec.  582;  Eaton  v.  Oresron,  etc.,  Navigation  Co.,  19  Greg. 
391;  Henderson  v.  Dickey,  50  Mo.  161.  A  complaint  which  falls 
to  keep  separate  the  different  grounds  of  action,  but  confuses  and 
Mends  them  in  one  statement,  is  open  to  the  objection  of  duplicity. 
Bnt  duplicity  does  not  consist  In  the  union  of  several  facts',  con- 
ttltnting  toother  but  a  single  cause  of  action.  Hough  v.  Hough, 
25  Ore*?.  218;  Harker  v.  Brink,  24  N.  J.  L.  333. 

"^Benedict  v.  Seymour,  6  How.  Pr.  298;  Blanchard  v.  Strait.  8 
id.  83. 

TBStnrges  t.  Burton,  8  Ohio  St.  215;  72  Am.  Dec.  582. 

^Benedict  v.  Seymour,  6  How.  Pr.  298;  Lipplncott  v.  Goodwin, 
id.  242. 
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must  be  complete  in  itself,  or  must  be  made  so  by  express 
reference  to  other  parts  of  the  pleadings.**  That  reference 
may  be  made  to  other  allegations  was  the  role  at  common 
law.^^  A  complaint  seeking  to  recover  on  two  causes  of  action 
must  show  how  much  is  due  on  each.  In  a  word,  each  cause 
of  action  must  be  clearly  and  explicitly  stated,  and  must  be 
perfect  in  itself.®^ 

f  315.  Causes  of  action  wlLich  can  not  be  Joined.  Causes  of 
action  arising  under  different  classes,  as  specified  in  the  pro-: 
visions  of  the  Code  quoted  in  the  preceding  section,  can  not 
be  united  in  one  action.  So,  inconsistent  causes  of  action  can 
not  be  united  in  the  same  complaint.^  Nor  can  the  pleader 
under  the  present  system,  any  more  than  under  the  old,  ask 
for  two  or  more  distinct  kinds  of  relief,  inconsistent  with,  or 
repugnant  to  each  other.®*  Thus,  an  action  in  ejectment  for 
breach  of  condition,  with  damages  for  breach  of  covenant^  is 

so  Watson  v.  S.  F.  &  H.  B.  B.  R.  Oo..  41  Cal.  17;  Ritchie  v. 
Garrison,  10  Abb.  Pr.  246;  First  Nat  Bank  y.  Laaghiin,  4  N.  Dak. 
391,  406;  Manufacturing  Oo.  v.  Beecher,  55  How.  Pr.  198.  In 
Indiana  practice,  omitted  or  defective  allegations  of  fact  in  cHie 
paragraph  of  a  complaint  can  not  be  supplied  or  cured  by  reference 
to  another  paragraph.    Farris  v.  Jones,  112  Ind.  498. 

81  Freeland  v.  McCullough,  1  Den.  414;  Orookahank  v.  Gray,  20 
Johns.  344;  Griswold  v.  National  Ins.  Ck).,  d  Ck>w.  96;  Loomis  v. 
Swick,  3  Wend.  205;  Porter  v.  Cummlngs,  7  id.  172.  This  practice 
has  become  quite  prevalent  in  California,  and  where  the  reference 
to  a  preceding  count  is  definite  and  certain,  there  seems  no  aertoiis 
objection  to  it.  Bidwell  v.  Babcock,  87  Cal.  29;  Green  v.  Oliflford, 
94  id.  49;  Treweek  v.  Howard,  105  id.  434,  442;  disapproving  Pennie 
T.  Hildreth,  81  id.  127;  see,  also,  Jasper  v.  Hazen,  2  K  Dak.  40f>, 

82  Buckingham  v.  Waters,  14  Cal.  146;  dark  v.  Farley,  3  nuer. 
645;  Watson  v.  S.  F.  &  H.  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  41  Cal.  17.  Where  two 
causes  of  action  are  not  separately  stated,  the  objection  can  not 
be  raised  by  a  demurrer  upon  the  ground  that  several  causes  of 
action  are  improperly  imited,  but  the  remedy  is  by  a  motion  to 
make  the  pleading  more  definite  and  certain  by  separating  and 
difltinctly  stating  the  different  causes  of  action.  City  Carpet,  etc.. 
Works  V.  Jones,  102  Cal.  506.  Different  causes  of  action  are  not 
stated  where  both  legal  and  equitable  relief  are  Bought  in  the  same 
pleading,  but  the  right  to  such  relief  is  based  upon  the  same  facts. 
San  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  Flume  Co..  1()8  Cal.  549. 

83  1  Van  Santv.  54.  55;  Linden  v.   Hepburn,  3  Sandf.  668;   but 
compare  Krower  v.  Reynolds,  99  N.  Y.  245. 

«*1  Van  Santv.  55. 
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(Itemed  incompatible.^  So,  an  action  in  ejectment  against 
vendor,  and  an  equitable  claim  that  vendor  execute  a  convey- 
ance, can  not  in  general  be  united.^ 

A  claim  for  the  poesession  of  real  property,  with  damages  for 
its  detention,  can  not  be  joined  in  the  same  complaint,  under 
any  Bjetem  of  pleading,  with  a  claim  for  consequential  damages 
arising  from  a  change  of  road,  by  which  a  tavern-keeper  may 
ha?e  been  injured  in  his  business.^  A  complaint  which  joins 
an  action  of  " trespass  quare  clausum  f regit"  ejectment,  and 
prayer  for  relief  in  chancery,  will  be  held  bad  on  demurrer.*® 
So,  claims  for  injury  to  personal  property,  and  for  its  possession, 
can  not  be  united.^  Enforcement  of  equitable  lien,  and  de- 
inand  for  possession  in  replevin,  can  not  be  united.^ 

A  count  in  assumpsit  can  not  be  joined  with  a  count  in  tort; 
and  upon  trial  the  plaintiff  may  be  compelled  to  elect  upon 
which  he  will  proceed.®^  But  in  California,  where  both,  arise 
out  of  the  same  transaction,  they  may  be  united.  It  is  held 
in  Pennsylvania  that  a  count  in  assumpsit  can  not  be  joined 
with  a  count  for  a  deceit;  and  where  added  after  an  award  of 
arbitrators,  and  an  appeal  therefrom  by  the  defendant,  under 
a  declaration  containing  a  count  for  deceit  only,  it  was  properly 
•tricken  off  by  the  court  on  the  trial.** 

Counts  in  debt  and  covenant  can  not  be  joined.  Such  a 
declaration  is  bad  on  general  demurrer.^    A  claim  on  a  de- 

*UnderbiU  v.  Saratoga  &  Washington  R.  R.  Go.,  20  Barb.  455. 

"Lattln  V.  McCarty,  17  How.  Pr.  280;  8  Abb.  Pr.  225.  As  to 
ejectment  and  equitable  relief  generally,  see  Onderdonk  v.  Mott, 
34  Barb.  106. 

^  Bowles  V.  Sacramento  Turnpike  Oo.,  5  Cal.  224. 

^Blgelow  T.  Cove,  7  Cai.  133;  Nevada  &  Sacramento  Oanal  Co. 
▼.  Kidd,  43  id.  184;  Budd  v.  Bingham,  18  Barb.  494;  Oowenhoven 
^.  City  of  Brooklyn,  38  id.  9;  Hotchkiss  v.  Auburn  &  Rochester 
K.  R.  Co..  38  id.  000. 

^Spalding  y.  Spalding,  1  Code  B.  64;  Smith  v.  Hallock,  8  How. 
Pr.  73. 

w  Otis  T.  Sill.  8  Barb.  102. 

"Noble  V.  Laley,  50  Penn.  St.  281;  Ohilds  v.  Bank  of  Missouri, 
17  Mo.  213;  Lackey  v.  Vanderbilt,  10  How.  Pr.  165;  see  Ford  v. 
Mattice,  14  id.  91;  Dunning  v.  Thomas,  11  id.  281. 

« Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Zug.  47  Penn.  St  480.  In  Ohio, 
t^n  and  contract  may  be  Joined  if  arising  out  of  the  same  transac- 
tion. Sturgea  v.  Burton,  8  Ohio  St  215.  But  not  otherwise.  Ni- 
mookB  T.  InkB,  17  Ohio.  506. 

« Bnimbauph  v.  Keith.  31  Penn.  St  327. 
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mand  for  money  had  and  received  can  not  be  joined  with  a 
claim  to  compel  the  delivery  up  of  notes.®*  It  seems  that  the 
vendor  can  not  unite  in  the  same  action  a  claim  against  a 
broker  for  damages  for  fraudulent  sale  of  land  with  a  claim 
against  a  purchaser  for  reconveyance  or  accounting.^  So,  a 
landlord  can  not  demand  an  injunction  against  a  breach  of 
covenant  in  the  same  action  in  which  he  demands  a  forfeiture 
of  the  lease.     Such  reliefs  are  inconsistent.^ 

Claim  for  equitable  relief  against  a  corporation  and  one  for 
damages  against  individual  directors  are  incapable  of  joinder.*^ 
So^  where  the  interests  of  the  defendants  are  several,  as  in 
case  of  the  several  purchasers  of  securities,  in  an  equitable  suit 
to  compel  their  surrender,  the  causes  of  action  against  the 
several  purchasers  can  not  be  united.^ 

An  individual  and  representative  claim  can  not  properly  be 
joined  in  the  same  action.^ 

Complainant  can  not  unite  in  one  bill  a  demand  that  defend- 
ant account  individually  for  moneys  received  by  him  with  a 
demand  that  he  account  as  administrator  or  trustee.*^  So,  a 
claim  against  surviving  partners  and  executors  of  deceaj=ed 
partners  can  not  be  united  unless  the  survivor  is  insolvent.^^* 

Actions  on  contracts,  injury  to  person  or  injury  to  property, 
are  incompatible  and  can  not  be  united,  as  it  is  essential  that 
they  should  all  belong  to  the  same  class.*^^  Causes  of  action 
to  recover  damages  for  alleged   injuries  to   the   person   and 

M  Cahoon  v.  Bank  of  Utica,  3  CJode  R.  110;  Alger  v.  Scovflle,  6 
How.  Pr.  131. 

86  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327;  78  Am.  Dec.  192. 

w  Linden  v.  Hepburn,  3  Sandf.  668;  S.  C.  5  How.  Pr.  188;  9 
N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  80. 

97  House  V.  Cooper,  30  Barb.  157;  10  How.  Pr.  2d2. 

•8  Lexington  &  Big  Sandy  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Goodman,  25  Barb.  469; 
15  How.  Pr.  85;  Hess  v.  Buffalo  &  Niagara  Falls  R  R  Oo.,  29  Barb. 
391;  Clark  v.  Coles,  50  How.  Pr.  178;  Austin  v.  Monro,  47  N.  Y.  360. 

w  Lucas  V.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.  245;  Hall  v.  Fisher, 
20  id.  441;  Voorhis  v.  Child's  ExY,  17  N.  Y.  354;  Hlggins  v.  RockvveU. 
2  Duer,  650;  Tracy  v.  Suydam,  30  Barb.  110:  Buckham  v.  Brett.  22^ 
How.  Pr.  233;  Gridley  v.  Gridley,  33  Barb.  250. 

loowarth  v.  Radde.  28  How.  Pr.  230;  18  Abb.  Pr.  396;  Latting 
V.  Latting,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  31;  Bartlett  v.  Hatch,  17  Abb.  Pr.  461:  see 
Burt  V.  Wilson,  28  Cal.  632,  639. 

101  McVean  v.  Scott,  46  Barb.  379. 

102  Hulce  V.  Thompson,  9  How.  Pr.  113;  Mayo  v.  Madden,  4  CaL 
27;  Thelin  v.  Stewart,  100  id.  372;  Faust  v.  Smith,  3  Ool.  App.  505; 
Lamb  v.  Harbaugh,  105  Cal.  680. 
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property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  false  imprisonment  of  the 
plaintiff's  person,  for  forcibly  ejecting  him  from  a  house  and 
premises  alleged  to  have  been  in  plaintiff's  possession,  and 
keeping  him  out  of  the  possession  thereof,  can  not  be  united.^^^ 
So,  the  tort  of  a  husband  and  separate  tort  of  wife  can  not 
be  united. ^^  A  claim  for  damages  for  a  personal  tort  can 
not  be  united  with  a  demand  properly  cognizable  in  a  court 
of  equity  in  the  same  action.^^ 

As  a  rule,  personal  actions  ex  contractu  and  ex  delicto  can 
not  be  united,^^  as  the  distinction  between  actions  growing  out 
of  torts  and  those  growing  out  of  contracts  must  still  be  pre- 
senred.^^  It  haa  been  held,  however,  that  a  party  whose  prop- 
erty has  been  wrongfully  taken,  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  in 
assumpsit}^  But  whichever  ground  of  recovery  the  pleader 
adopts,  the  substantial  allegations  of  the  complaint  in  a  given 
case  must  be  the  same  under  our  practice  as  were  required  at 
the  common  law.*^ 

A  bill  in  equity  is  multifarious  when  several  matters  are 
united  against  one  defendant,  which  are  perfectly  distinct  and 
unconnected,  or  when  relief  is  demanded  against  several  de- 
fendants of  several  matters  of  a  distinct  and  independent 
nature. ^^^  So,  in  an  action  against  trustees  of  two  separate 
eatates.*" 

An  action  against  a  sheriff  and  his  official  bondsmen,  alleging 
only  a  cause  of  action  against  him  as  a  trespasser,  and  against 
hia  sureties  as  signers  of  the  bond,  and  not  otherwise,  is  a  mis- 
joinder of  causes  of  action.^^^  So,  a  lessee  and  his  surety  can 
not  be  united  in  the  same  suit.*** 

i«McCarty  v.  Fremont,  23  CaL  197* 

iMKalone  v.  Stilwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421. 

lO^Majo  T.  Madd«i,  4  Gal.  27.  ^ 

iM  White  V.  SneU,  5  Pick.  425;  Boeton  v.  Otis,  20  id.  41;  and  see 
Corbett  v.  Wren.  25  Oreg.  305;  Bishop  v.  Railroad  Co.,  67  Wis.  610; 
Bittenhause  v.  Knoop,  9  Ind.  App.  126. 

lOT  Knickerbocker  v.  Hall,  3  Nev.  194;  Carson  River  Lumbering 
Co.  T.  Bassett,  2  id.  249. 

loaEversole  y.  Moore,  3  Bush,  49;  contra,  Ladd  v.  Rogers,  11 
Allen,  209;  see  Terry  v.  Munger,  121  N.  Y.  161;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  803, 

"i»MiUer  v.  Van  Tassel,  24  Cal.  463. 

"0  Wilson  V.  Castro,  31  Cal.  420. 

"1  Vial  V.  Mott,  87  Barb.  208. 

lu  Ghirardelli  v.  Bourland,  32  Cal.  585. 

uaPhalen  v.  Dlngee,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  379;  Tibblts  v.  Percy,  24 
Bwb.  89. 
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A  husband  and  wife  may  join  in  suit  for  her  services,  but 
when  they  sue  together  he  can  not  join  a  claim  of  his  own.*** 
A  suit  by  an  infant  coming  of  age,  seeking  to  avoid  two  sepa- 
rate grants  to  different  persons,  and  to  recover  possession,  can 
not  be  brought  in  one  aetion.*^^ 

A  count  on  contract  made  by  one  defendant  can  not  be 
joined  with  one  made  by  all  defendants.**®  Two  claims^  the 
one  against  both  defendants  for  recovery  of  possession  of  real 
estate  and  damages,  the  other  against  one  only  for  rents  re- 
ceived, no  connection  existing  between  the  same,  can  not  be 
joined.**^ 

A  complaint  setting  forth  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, partly  joint  and  partly  several,  is  fatally  defective.**® 
Or  a  claim  arising  out  of  joint  liability  on  contract,  with  claim 
for  joint  and  several  liability  sounding  in  tort.***  Nor  can  an 
action  be  maintained  against  a  defendant  as  sole  debtor  on 
one  contract  and  joint  debtor  on  another.*^ 

A  suit  on  a  recognizance  given  before  a  justice,  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  defendant  to  answer  a  criminal  charge.  The 
complaint,  after  setting  out  the  cause  of  action  on  the  recog- 
nizance, avers  that  the  defendant,  S.,  to  secure  his  sureties, 
executed  a  trust  deed  to  T.  of  certain  warrants  and  money. 
This  deed  provides  that  in  case  the  recognizance  be  forfeited 
and  the  sureties  become  liable  thereon,  the  trustee  is  to  apply 
the  property  to  the  payment  thereof,  so  far  as  it  will  go.  The 
complaint  asks  to  have  -this  property  so  applied.  It  is  a  mi^ 
joinder  of  causes  of  action,  the  trust  deed  having  nothing  to 
do  with  the  liability  of  the  sureties.*^ 

I  815a.  The  same  —  continued.  A  cause  of  action  for  dam- 
ages for  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  not  taking  due 
and  proper  care  of  a  sum  of  money  delivered  to  him  at  his 
request,  of  which  he  agreed  to  take  proper  care,  but  lost  it 

114  Avogadro  v.  Bull  4  E.  D.  Smith,  384. 
118  Voorhles  v.  Voorhies,  24  Barb.  150. 

lie  Moore  v.  Platte  Co..  8  Mo.  467;  Doan  v.  Holly,  25  Id.   857; 
8.  C,  26  Id.  186. 

117  Tompkins  v.  White,  8  How.  Pr.  520. 

118  Lewis  V.  Acker,  11  How.  Pr.  163. 

119  Harris  v.  Schultz,  40  Barb.  315. 

120  Barnes  v.  Smith,  16  Abb.  Pr.  420;  Warth  v.  Badde,  28  Bott. 
Pr.  230. 

121  People  V.  Skldmore,  17  Cal.  260. 
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through  his  gross  carelessness^  negligence^  and  improper  con- 
duct, and  failed  to  deliver  it  upon  demand^  is  a  cause  of  action 
for  breach  of  contract^  and  can  not  be  joined  with  a  cause 
of  action  for  the  conyersion  of  the  money  to  the  use  of  the 
defendant.^*  The  owners  in  severalty  of  certain  distinct  par- 
cels of  land  brought  an  action  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
depriving  them  of  water  carried  by  various  ditches  to  their 
respective  lands,  and  to  recover  damages  sustained  by  reason 
of  past  diversions  of  the  water.  It  was  held  that  the  cause 
of  action  for  damages  was  several  as  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  that  it  could  not  be  joined  with  the  cause  of  action  for 
an  injunction,  which  was  common  to  all  of  them.**  Where 
the  complaint  in  an  action  against  an  executor  contains  several 
causes  of  action  separately  stated,  an  allegation  showing  the 
defendant's  representative  character  need  not  be  contained  in 
each  count,  one  such  allegation  at  the  conclusion  of  the  com- 
plaint being  sufficient.*^  In  cases  where  the  substantial  rights 
of  the  parties  to  an  action  have  not  been  affected  by  a  mis- 
joinder of  causes  of  action,  a  judgment  rendered  after  a  trial 
of  the  case  upon  its  merits  should  not  be  reversed  because  the 
court  overruled  a  demurrer  for  such  misjoinder.** 

I  8ia  Splitting  damands.  At  law  a  creditor  has  not  the 
light  to  assign  the  debt  in  parcels,  and  thus  by  splitting  up  the 
cause  of  action  subject  his  debtor  to  costs  and  expenses  of  sev- 
eral suits.**  But  although  such  assignment  is  not  good  at  law 
without  consent  of  the  debtor,  it  is  valid  in  equity,  and  in  an 
action  thereon  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  consent.  So  a  prom- 
ioory  note  can  not  be  the  foundation  of  two  suits,  each  for  a 
part  of  the  note.*^  But  there  is  no  case  or  dictum  requiring  a 
p«r^  to  join  in  one  action  several  distinct  causes  of  action.  The 
plaintiff  may  elect  to  sue  upon  them  separately,**  even  when 

la  Stark  V.  W^man,  96  Cal.  400;  and  see  Jasper  v.  Hasen,  2 
N.  Dak.  401. 

UiBarham  v.  Hostetter,  07  Oal.  272. 

u«  Uoeley  v.  Heney,  06  Oal.  478. 

uaAwrado  v.  Orr,  100  Cal.  293. 

i^Maxzioii  V.  Pioche,  8  Gal.  686;  Ganty  v.  Latterner,  81  Minn. 
239;  Phimps  v.  EdsaU,  127  lU.  686;  but  see  McEwen  v.  Johnson^ 
7  Cal.  260;  Grain  v.  Aldricb,  88  id.  614;  99  Am.  Dec.  428. 

ur  Mffler  T.  Oovert,  1  Wend.  487. 

uiPUUlps  V.  Berick,  16  Johns.  140;  Becor  v.  Sturgis.  16  N.  T* 
«1 


§  316  PLEADINGS  OF    PLAINTIFF.  230 

they  belong  to  the  class  of  causes  which  might  be  joined,  pro- 
vided their  identity  is  not  the  same.^^  But  an  attorney  suing 
for  services  must  include  his  entire  demand  in  one  action.^*^  So 
a  joint  cause  of  action  vested  in  two  or  more  can  not  be  split. ^'* 
But  any  demand  may  be  split  with  the  consent  or  assent  of  the 
defendant.^'^ 

The  failure  to  join  several  causes  of  action  arising  out  of  the 
same  transaction  may  sometimes  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  subse- 
quent assertion  of  the  omitted  demands.^^  Thus  in  a  suit  in 
trover  for  the  recovery  of  Bed-quilts,  when  bed  and  bed-quilts 
were  taken  at  the  same  time,  a  recovery  of  the  quilts  was  a  bar  to 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  bed.*^*  So  an  action  for  re- 
covery of  one  barrel  of  potatoes  was  a  bar  to  a  suit  for  the 
ifecovery  of  two  barrels,  all  sold  at  the  same  time.^***  So,  in  case 
of  sale  of  hay  under  a  contract,  to  be  delivered  in  parcels. ^^ 
So,  also,  judgment  in  an  action  for  breach  of  one  covenant 
of  a  lease  is  a  bar  to  a  recovery  on  the  breach  of  another  covenant 
in  the  same  lease,  committed  before  the  first  suit  was  com- 
menced.^*^ The  general  rule  of  the  common  law  is,  that  if 
a  single  cause  is  split  up,  and  two  or  more  actions  are  brought 
upon  it,  a  judgment  entered  in  one  of  them  is  held  to  be  res 
ad  judicata  as  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  and  will  be  a  bar  lo 
the  maintenance  of  the  others.^^  But  the  legislature  of  N"evada 
has  changed  this  rule  in  tax  cases  (Gen.  Stat.,  §  1108),  and  the 
defenses  which  a  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  taxes  may 
make  bv  answer  no  longer  include  that  of  a  former  recovery.*^ 

129  staples  V.  Goodrich,  21  Barb.  317. 

iM  Beekman  v.  Platner,  15  Barb.  550. 

iM  Coster  V.  N.  Y.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co..  6  Duer,  46. 

iw  Cornell  v.  Cook,  7  Cow.  310;  Secor  v.  Sturgis,  16  N.  Y.  559. 

188  PhiUips  V.  Berlck,  16  Johns.  136;  8  Am.  Dec.  299;  Bendemagrle 
V.  Oocks,  19  Wend.  207;  32  Am.  Dec.  448;  Hopf  v.  Meyers.  42  Barb. 
270.  So  In  the  case  of  a  claim  a^rainst  a  county.  Zlrker  v.  Hughes. 
77  Cal.  235. 

184  Farrlnpton  v.  Payne,  15  Johns.  432. 

185  Smith  V.  Jones,  15  Johns.  229. 

186  Miller  v.  Covert,  1  Wend.  487. 

187  Bendemagle  v.  Cbcks,  19  Wend.  207;  32  Am.  jyec.  448;  Stuy- 
vesant  v.  Mayor  of  New  York.  11  Paige  Oh.  414. 

188  Preem.  on  Jud^nn..  §  238. 

189  State  V.  Central  Pac.  R.  R-  Co..  21  Nev.  280. 
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I  317.  Actions  for  debt.  A  debt  is  a  sum  of  money  due 
upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied. ^^  Standing  alone,  the 
word  "  debt "  is  as  applicable  to  a  sum  of  money  which  has 
been  promised  at  a  future  day,  as  to  a  sum  now  due  and  pay- 
able. But  a  sum  of  money  payable  on  a  contingency  does  not 
become  a  debt  till  the  contingency  has  happened.^*^  So,  the 
wages  of  a  seaman  is  not  a  debt  till  the  vessel  has  arrived.*^ 
So  of  a  contract  between  shippers  and  owners,  which  does  not 
become  a  debt  till  the  termination  of  the  voyage.***  So  of  a 
coTenant  to  pay  rent  quarterly,  from  which  the  tenant  is  liable 
to  be  discharged  by  quitting  the  premises,  or  by  assigning  the 
term,  with  lessor's  consent,  or  the  lessee  may  be  evicted  there> 
from  by  title  paramount.^**  But  a  debt  payable  in  any  event, 
but  not  yet  due,  is  a  debt,  debitum  in  praesenti,  solvendum  in 

The  action  of  debt  lies  to  recover  a  certain  specific  sum  of 
money,  or  a  sum  that  can  readily  be  reduced  to  a  certainty.^** 
It  is  a  species  of  contract  whei'eby  a  right  to  a  certain  sum  of 
money  is  mutually  acquired  and  lost;**^  or,  more  properly,  the 
result  of  such  contract.**®  Counts  in  indebitatus  assumpsit,  here- 
tofore known  as  the  common  counts,  may  be  stated  separately,  or 
may  be  all  united  in  the  same  complaint.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
a?er  an  indebtedness,  and  that  said  indebtedness  has  not  been 
paid. 

The  action  of  debt  is  founded  upon  contract;  the  action  of 
assumpsit,  upon  the  promise.**®  An  action  of  debt  founded  on 
a  statute  is  considered  as  an  action  founded  on  a  specialty,  but 
it  is  not  of  equal  dignity  with  a  debt  due  by  bond.*'^ 

The  action  of  debt  will  lie  in  general  where  the  sum  is  cer- 

**>  Perry  t.  Washbume,  20  Oal.  350;  and  see  Baum  v.  Tonkin, 
no  PiBnn.  St.  569. 

>«  People  v.  Arguello.  37  Oal.  524. 

'«Wentworth  v.  Whlttemore,  1  Mass.  471. 

i«  Davis  V.  Ham,  3  Mass.  33;  Frothlngham  v.  Haley,  id.  68. 

i**Wood  V.  Partridge,  11  Mass.  488. 

i«  People  V.  Argnello,  37  <3al.  524. 

J«l  Burr.  Law  Diet.  450;  3  Bl.  Com.  154;  3  Steph.  Com.  461; 
Browne  on  Actions,  333;  Smith  on  Contracts,  497;  Baum  v.  Tonkin, 
no  Penn.  St.  569. 

"7  2  Bl.  Com.  464. 

>«2  Staph.  Com.  187. 

i^Metcalf  V.  Robinson,  2  McLean,  363. 

u<»  United  States  v.  Lyman,  1  ^lason,  482. 
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tain^  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  amount  to 
the  plaintiflE.^*^^  But  it  may  also  be  brought  for  a  sum  capable 
of  being  certainly  ascertained^  though  not  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  action  brought.**^^ 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  lies  to  recover  the  stipulated  price  due 
on  a  contract  not  under  seal,  where  the  contract  has  been  com- 
pletely performed."^®  The  action  of  debt  lies  upon  a  judg- 
ment/** or  on  a  decree.**"^  An  indorsee  of  a  note  can  have  debt 
againfit  the  maker/*^  or  against  a  remote  indorser.^*^  The  ac- 
tion of  debt  lies  on  a  penalty,  whether  it  be  a  statutory  penalty", 
although  uncertain,^**  if  the  duty  or  penalty  be  capable  of  being 
reduced  to  a  certainty,^*^®  or  for  the  penalty  of  an  agreement.  ^^ 
And  in  the  latter  case,  a  sum  less  than  the  penalty  may  be  re- 
covered.^** Such  action  lies  to  recover  rent  on  an  expired 
lease.*^  And  so  where  there  is  a  demise  not  under  seal,  whether 
against  lessee  or  lessee's  assignee,  debt  for  use  and  occupation 
will  lie.*^  The  action  of  covenant  lies  where  a  party  claims 
damages  for  a  breach  of  covenant,  that  is,  of  a  promise  under 
seal,  as  distinguished  from  actions  of  assumpsit,  or  for  breach  of 
contracts  not  under  seal.*^ 

iM  Home  V.  Semple,  8  McLean,  150;  Bank  of  Olrcleville  v. 
Iglehart,  6  id.  568. 

162  United  States  v.  Colt,  Pet  O.  O.  146. 

163  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson,  7  Oanch,  2d9;  Chesapeake 
Canal  Co.  v.  Knapp,  9  Pet.  541;  Hyde  v.  Liverse,  1  Cranch  O.  C- 
408;  Brockett  v.  Hammond,  2  id.  66;  Pipsico  v.  Bontz,  3  Id.  425: 
to  the  contrary,  Krouse  v.  Deblois,  1  id.  138;  Talbot  v.  Selby,  id. 
181. 

164  Stuart  V.  Lander,  16  Cal.  372;  76  Am.  Dec.  538;  see,  also. 
Ex  parte  Prader,  6  Cal.  230;  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  id.  173;  Pen- 
nington V.  Gibson,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  65. 

166  Pennington  y.  Gibson,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  65;  Thompson  v.  Jame- 
son, 1  Cranch,  282. 

166  12  Johns.  90;  WlUmarth  v.  Crawford,  10  Wend.  341. 

167  Onondaga  Co.  Bank  y.  Bates,  3  Hill,  63. 

168  United  States  v.  Colt,  Pet.  C.  C.  146. 

160  BuUard  v.  Bell,  1  Mason,  243. 

leo  Martin  v.  Taylor,  1  Wash,  a  C.  1. 

161  Id. 

i62Thur8by  v.  Plant,  1  Saund.  233;  Woodf.  323;  Norton  v.  Vultee^ 
1  HaU,  384. 
i68McKeon  v.  Whitney,  3  Den.  452. 
IM  Steph.  PI.  18;  see  Woolley  v.  Newcombe^  87  N.  Y.  60&. 
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f  818.  AeUoxis  for  breach  of  contract.  The  requisites  which 
must  caiefully  be  observed  in  a  complaint  on  contracts  are: 
1.  The  existence  of  the  contract  sued  upon,  and  its  terms  clearly 
shown  upon  the  face  of  the  pleading;  2.  Performance  or  readi- 
nen  to  perf orm^  and  a  tender  of  performance  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffy  must  be  shown;  3.  The  breach  must  be  clearly 
apparent;  4.  Special  damages  resulting  from  the  breach  must  be 
specifically  and  clearly  ayerred. 

f  819.  The  same — pleading  contract.  The  existence  of  the 
contract  should  be  stated,  and  if  it  was  an  alternative  or  a  con- 
ditional engagement,  or  qualified  by  exceptions,  this  should 
appear  in  the  complaint.** 

If  the  contract  be  in  vmting,  it  may  be  pleaded  in  haec  verba, 
or  tiie  pleader  may  set  forth  its  legal  effect.  The  former  mode, 
however,  is  preferable  as  being  more  consistent  with  the  present 
Bystexu  of  pleading.*^  The  rule  which  permits  the  pleader  to 
declare  upon  a  contract  in  haec  verba  must  be  limited  to  cases 
where  the  instrument  set  out  contains  the  formal  contract,  show- 
ing in  express  terms  the  promises  and  undertakings  on  both 
odea.**' 

It  is  by  far  the  better  practice  to  plead  a  contract,  if  it  be  a 
written  contract,  by  setting  forth  a  copy  of  it  or  by  annexing  a 
copy  to  the  complaint,*^  the  same  as  in  actions  upon  written  in- 
rtnunents  for  the  payment  of  money  only.*^    If  declared  on 

i«  Hatch  T.  Adams,  8  CJow.  35;  Stone  v.  Knowlton,  3  Wend.  374; 
Lntweller  t.  LlnneU.  12  Barb.  512;  Orane  v.  Maynard,  12  Wend. 
408:  Barilari  v.  Ferrsa,  60  Oal.  1. 

^••See  Stoddard  v.  Tread  well,  2S  Cal.  300;  Murdock  v.  Brooks, 
3S  Id.  603;  White  v.  Soto,  82  Id.  654. 

ivf  Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  253.  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a 
eontract,  a  part  only  of  which  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  the 
plaintiff  should  allege  the  execution  of  a  parol  agreement.  Con- 
tract Oo.  V.  Bridge  Co..  29  Greg.  549;  Ballroed  Co.  v.  Beynolds, 
118  Ind.  170.  A  complaint  setting  out  a  contract,  alleging  full  per- 
formance of  the  conditions  of  the  same  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  breaches  thereof  by  the  defendant,  states  a  cause  of 
x^n  for  nominal  damages  at  least,  and  is,  therefore,  good  on 
funeral  demurrer.  Hudson  v.  Archer,  4  S.  Dak.  128;  Jacobe 
8nltan  Co.  v.  Mercantile  Co.,  17  Mont  61;  see  §  325a,  post, 

i»  Fairbanks  v.  Bloomfleld,  2  Duer,  349;  see  Quirk  v.  Clark,  ( 
Mont.  231. 

!•  Swan's  PI.  204;  see  Flske  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313.  When  the 
writing  Is  set  forth  m  haec  verba  In  the  complaint  such  writing 
controls  any  allegation  purporting  to  state  the  effect  of  the  con- 

80 
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according  to  its  legal  effect,  the  defendant  may,  by  the  rule  of 
the  common  law  in  a  proper  case,  crave  oyer  of  the  instrument; 
and  if  it  appears  that  its  provisions  have  been  misstated,  he  may 
set  out  the  contract  in  haec  verba,  and  demur  on  the  ground  of 
the  variance.^^® 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  words  of  a  deed  or  other  written 
instrument  should  be  given;  the  substance  is  sufficient.  But 
whatever  is  pleaded  should  be  truly  pleaded.*^*  For  where  a 
pleading  purports  to  recite  a  deed  ox  record  in  haec  verba,  trifling 
variances,  if  material,  have  been  deemed  fatal.*^  The  instru- 
ment set  forth  must  be  free  from  defect  or  ambiguity.  If  not, 
the  pleader  must  put  some  construction  upon  it  by  averment.*^* 
But  the  meaning  of  words  or  abbreviations  used  in  the  instru- 
ment may  be  proved  on  the  trial,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  court  to  interpret  the  words,  and  the  oral  evidence  as  to 
their  meaning  need  not  be  stated  in  the  pleading,  nor  do  abbre- 
viations contained  in  the  contract  render  the  pleading  liable  to 
special  demurrer."*  Preliminary  and  collateral  matters  of  sub- 
stance must  be  alleged,  and  recitals  in  the  instrument  can  not 
serve  as  such  allegations.^^** 

Eecords  and  papers  can  not  be  made  a  part  of  a  pleading  by 
merely  referring  to  them,  and  praying  that  they  may  be  taken 
as  a  part  of  such  pleading,  without  annexing  the  originals  or 
copies  as  exhibits,  or  incorporating  them,  so  far  as  to  form  a  part 
of  the  record  in  the  cause.^^®  The  party,  by  pleading  a  recard 
with  the  words,  "  as  appears  by  the  record,"  or  "  as  appears  of 
record,"  proffers  that  issue,  and  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  main- 
tain it  literally:  and  this  is  true  where  the  averment  has  refer- 
ence to  particulars  which  need  not,  as  well  as  to  those  which 
must,  be  specifically  stated  upon  the  record.^*^     In  an  action  of 

tract  as  a  legal  eonclnsion.  Patrick  v.  Colorado  Smeltlnfr  Co.,  20 
Ool.  268:  I^utsenhizer  v.  Milling  Co..  5  Col.  App.  479. 

170  Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Cal.  300;  see  Los  Angeles  v.  Sisno- 
ret.  .W  id.  298. 

171  Ferguson  v.  Harwood.  7  Cranch,  408. 
372  Id. 

i7«niirkee  v.  Cota.  74  Cal.  31R. 

174  Berr>'  v.  KowalsKy.  95  Cal.  134:  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  101;  Callahan 
V.  Stanley.  57  Cal.  476:  Jaqna  v.  Witham,  etc.,  Co.,  106  Ind.  545. 

i75Laml>ert  v.  Haskell.  80  Cal.  611;  LeadvlUe  Water  Co.  t. 
T.eadville.  22  Col.  297. 

176  Pw>ple  Y.  Dp  la  Ouerra,  24  Cal.  78. 

irrptiroell  v.  Macnamara,  9  East.  160;  Whittaker  y.  Branaon, 
2  Paine,  209. 
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foreclosure,  where  the  complaint  has  a  copy  of  the  mortgage 
annexed,  and  to  which  it  refers,  a  correct  description  of  the  land 
in  the  mortgage  is  siij£cient  for  the  purpose  of  the  suit."* 

If  time  is^tated,  it  should  be  when  the  debt  became  due, 
though  time  is  only  material  when  it  is  sought  to  recover  in- 
terest.*^ Thus,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  failure  to  perform 
A  parol  contract,  the  time  of  making  it  is  not  material.***  The 
plaintiff  may,  in  fact,  allege  any  time  after  the  debt  accrued  and 
give  evidence  of  the  true  time.*®* 

If  the  time  of  performance  is  not  stated,  the  law  imports  a 
reasonable  time  therefor.*^  In  assumpsit  on  a  promise  to  pay  a 
debt  due  by  the  promisor,  if  the  plaintiff  would  give  time, 
whenever  the  promisor  should  be  able,  the  declaration  need  not 
state  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  promise.  It  is  sufficient  to 
aver  that  the  time  was  given  and  the  ability  of  the  defendant.*®' 

Although  the  forms  of  the  action  of  assumpsit  and  of  the 
pleadings  therein  have  been  abolished,  yet  the  distinction  be- 
tween an  express  and  implied  assumpsit  remains,  and  it  is  only 
on  theory  of  an  implied  assumpsit^  "  inferred  from  the  conduct, 
station,  or  mutual  relation  of  the  parties,"  that  justice  can  be 
enforced  and  the  performance  of  a  legal  duty  compelled.  It  is 
no  longer  necessary'  in  such  a  case  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  in 
his  complaint  any  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant;  but  he 
must  state  facts  which  if  true  according  to  the  well-settled  prin- 
ciples of  law,  would  have  authorized  him  to  allege,  and  the  court 
to  infer,  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  a  case  of 
assumpsit}^ 

The  allegation  that  the  defendant  "made  his  contract  in 

iWEmeric  v.  Tarns.  0  Cal.  155. 

iWLyon  v.  Clark,  8  N.  Y.  148;  but  see  Norrls  v.  Billot.  S9  Cal.  74; 
Todd  V.  Myres.  40  Id.  355. 
i»  Scull  V.  Hifnrlns,  Hempst.  90;  compare  McLaughlin  v.  Turner, 

1  Cram*  C.  C.  476. 

MiMoffet  V.  Sackett.  18  N.  Y.  622;  Farran  v.  Sherwood,  17  id. 
227;  Wetmore  v.  San  Francisco,  44  Cal.  209.  Time,  when  important, 
shoald  be  allegred  with  reasonable  certainty.  Reiner  v.  Jones.  3 
Mtec.  (N.  Y.)  146. 

^w  Pickett  V,  Brice,  22  How.  Pr.  194;  Boberts  v.  Mazeppa  Mill 
C*^.  30  Minn.  413. 

*«  Lonsdale  ▼.  Brown,  4  Wash.  C.  O.  148;  compare  Rice  v.  Barry, 

2  Cranch  C.  C.  447. 

»**  Swan's  PI.  174;  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227;  Byxble  v. 
^ood,  24  id.  607. 
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writing/'  imports  a  delivery/^  and  this  need  not  ordinarily  be 
alleged,*®*  nor  need  it  be  alleged  that  it  was  accepted.*^  Excep- 
tions, however,  exist  to  this  nile,  as  in  case  of  instruments  in 
trust,  for  benefit  of  others,  where  delivery  should  be  alleged. 
Thus  in  case  where  a  grantor  handed  a  deed  purporting  to 
convey  land  to  his  son  to  ft  third  party,  saying:  "  Here  is  a  writ- 
ing in  [my  son's]  favor.*^  It  is  for  him,  but  I  don't  want  him 
to  have  it  in  his  hands  just  now;  I  want  you  to  take  it  and  keep 
it  in  your  possession  till  a  proper  time  to  produce  it.  If  I 
keep  it  in  my  hands  I  don't  know  who  will  get  hold  of  it,*'  and 
gave  his  reasons,  there  being  no  privity  between  the  depositary 
and  the  grantee;  on  the  death  of  the  grantor,  it  was  held  ttat 
there  had  been  no  delivery.^®® 

9  8 10a.  The  saine  —  asBumpsit  —  common  counts.  The  prac- 
tice of  pleading  a  double  statement  of  the  case  so  as  to  meet 
the  exigencies  of  the  proofs  is  not  permitted  under  the  reform 
procedure,  as  a  general  rule.  It  should,  however,  be  allowed 
in  exceptional  cases,  in  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.'*^ 
When  the  general  rule  is  violated,  the  remedy  is  by  motion 
before  or  at  the  trial  for  an  order  compelling  the  plaintiff  to 
elect  upon  which  count  he  will  proceed.*®*  The  right  to  rely 
upon  the  common  counts  was  settled  by  the  earlier  California 
decisions;*^  and  they  may  be  used  in  an  action  of  assunppsit 

185  Prindle  v.  Oaruthers,  15  N.  Y.  425. 

186  BrlnkerhofT  v.  Lawrence,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  400;  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6 
Barb.  660;  Tompkins  v.  Oorwin,  9  Ck)w.  255. 

187  Gazley  v.  Price,  16  Johns.  267. 

188  See  Whitelock  v.  Fiske,  3  Edw.  131. 

189  Baker  v.  Haskell,  47  N.  H.  479;  93  Am.  Dec.  455. 

190  Cramer  v.  Oppenstein,  16  0>1.  504;  Leonard  v.  Roberts.  20  id. 
88;  Kimball  v.  Lyon,  19  id.  266;  Pearson  v.  Railrocd  Ck>.,  45  Iowa, 
497. 

i»i  Spaulding  v.  Saltlel.  18  Ool.  86;  Wilson  v.  Smith.  61  Cal.  209: 
and  see  Plummer  v.  Mold,  22  Minn,  la  The  motion  to  compel 
an  election  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Manders  v. 
Craft,  3  Col.  App.  236;  Hawley  v.  Wilkinson,  18  Minn.  525. 

192  See  Buckingham  v.  Waters,  14  Cal.  146;  De  Witt  v.  Porter, 
13  id.  171;  see,  also,  FarweU  v.  Murray,  104  id.  464;  Pleasant  v. 
Samuels,  114  id.  34;  Allen  v.  Patterson.  7  N.  Y.  476;  57  Am.  Dec. 
542:  Ball  V.  Fulton  County,  31  Ark.  379.  But  while  the  common 
counts  are  in  some  cases  sufficient  undep  the  Code,  they  are  In* 
sufficient  in  those  cases  where  they  were  insufficient  under  the  old 
system  of  pleading.    Barrere  v.  Somps,  113  Cal.  97. 
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against  a  municipal  corporation.***  And  where  a  complaint, 
framed  in  accordance  with  the  common  counts,  clearly  indi- 
cates that  the  same  cause  of  action  waa  stated  in  each  count, 
findings  for  the  plaintiff  on  one  of  the  counts,  without  find- 
ings on  the  others,  are  sufficient  to  support  a  judgment  in  his 
favor.***  A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  contractor  to  enforce 
a  mechanic's  lien,  in  which  the  special  contract  between  the 
contractor  and  owner  of  the  building  is  stated,  can  be  changed 
by  amendment  into  an  action  on  the  contract,  which  may  be 
counted  on  specially,  or  the  common  counts  in  assumpsit  may 
be  used,  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  applicable  to 
such  counts.***  Under  sections  1845,  1846  and  1849,  Com- 
piled Laws  of  New  Mexico,  providing  that  contracts  which, 
by  the  common  law,  are  joint  only,  shall  be  construed  to  be 
joint  and  several,  and  that  suit  may  be  brought  and  prosecuted 
against  any  one  or  more  of  the  parties  liable  thereon,  it  is  not 
essential  to  a  recovery  in  assumpsit,  on  a  contract  laid  in  the 
declaration  as  joint,  to  prove  a  contract  hy  all  the  defendants. 
Proof  of  a  several  contract  with  one  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
recovery  as  against  him.*** 

t  aao.  Allegatloiui  of  promlM.  If  there  is  an  express  prom- 
ise, it  should  be  properly  alleged  and  proved.  In  such  case, 
the  promise  is  the  fact  constituting  the  cause  of  action.  But 
if  the  promise  is  implied  from  the  other  facts  alleged,  it  need 
not  be  averred.  And  in  the  absence  of  an  express  promise, 
every  fact  essential  to  fix  the  liability  of  the  defendant  should 
be  stated;  for  where  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  in  his  plead- 
ings a  contract  or  agreement,  he  can  not  recover  upon  it.**^ 

u>  Brown  v.  Board  of  Education,  lOB  Gal.  531. 

iMLeeke  v.  Hancock,  76  Cal.  127. 

1S6  Castagnino  v.  BaUetta,  82  Cal.  250.  See  a  statement  of  these 
niles  set  forth  In  the  opinion  In  this  case.  Complaint  In  action  for 
breach  of  contract  amended,  claiming?  upon  a  quantum  meruit^  See 
Cox  V.  McLoughlln,  76  Cal.  60.  Sufficiency  of  complaint  in 
assumpsit.  See  Galvln  v.  Milling  Co.,  14  Mont.  508.  Joinder  of 
comm<m  counts  In  an  action  for  the  balance  of  an  account.  Mills 
V.  Glennon.  2  Idaho.  95. 

^••Klrchner  v.  Laughlln,  4  N.  Mex.  218.  A  contractor  Is  not 
^QQd  as  a  matter  of  pleading  to  declare  upon  the  contract,  but 
ciay  declare  for  work  ^d  materials,  and  prove  the  contract. 
Hartley  v.  Murtha.  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  312. 

«"  Wllklns  V.  Stidger,  22  Cal.  235;  83  Am.  Dec.  64;  Wills  v.  Wills, 
34  lad.  106;  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227;  Jordan,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
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A  party  who  has  wholly  performed  a  special  contract  on 
his  part  may  count  upon  the  implied  agreement  of  the  other 
party  to  pay  the  stipulated  price,  and  is  not  hound  to  specially 
declare  upon  the  agreement.^®® 

In  pleading  a  contract  which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires 
to  be  in  writing,  e.  g.,  a  contract  relating  to  lands  —  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  the  facts  relied  on  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute.  It  is  sufficient  on  demurrer  to  allege  that  a  con- 
tract was  made.  Such  an  allegation  is  to  be  understood  as 
intending  a  real  contract  —  something  which  the  law  would 
recognize  as  such.  There  is  no  reason  for  departing,  under 
the  Code,  from  the  former  well-settled  rules  in  law  and  equity.'^ 
The  existence  of  a  writing  in  such  case  is  a  matter  of  evidence; 
it  is  not  one  of  the  pleadable  facts.^^ 

Thus,  a  complaint  upon  an  undertaking  to  answer  for  the 
debt  of  a  third  person  is  good,  though  it  does  not  allege  that 
either  the  promise  or  the  consideration  was  in  writing.*^  And 
the  same  rule  is  established  in  California.*^ 

Morley,  23  id.  552;  Irwin  v.  Schultz,  46  Penn.  St.  74.  An  Implied 
promise  is  a  mere  eonclusiOD  of  law,  and  the  facts  from  which  such 
promise  is  implied  must  be  stated.  But  the  rule  is  different  in 
the  case  of  an  express  promise,  which  is  an  ultimate  fact,  and 
must  be  pleaded  as  such,  though  the  word  **  express  '*  la  not 
necessary  to  be  used  in  pleading  the  promise.  When  a  promlae  is 
alleged  in  a  pleading,  it  must  be  held  to  be  express.  Poly  v. 
Williams,  101  Cal.  048.  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  promise  alleged 
to  have  been  made  by  the  defendant,  on  a  certain  day,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  upon  proof  that  the  promise  was  made  at  any 
time  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  He  need  not  prove 
that  It  was  made  on  or  about  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
Blven  V.  Bostwlck,  70  Cal.  639. 

iw  Allen  V.  Patterson,  7  N.  Y.  476;  57  Am.  Dec.  542;  Keteltaa  v. 
Myers.  19  N.  Y.  231;  Moffet  v.  Saokctt,  18  id.  522;  Hosley  v. 
Black,  28  id.  428;  S.  O.,  26  How.  Pr.  97;  Todd  v.  Huntington.  3 
West  Ck)ast  Rep.  331;  Steeples  v.  Newton,  7  Oreg.  110;  33  Am.  Dec. 
705;  Tribou  v.  Strowbridge,  7  Oreg.  156. 

i9»  Etling  V.  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns.  237;  Meyers  v.  Morse,  15  Id.  425; 
Curtlss  V.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  90  Cal.  245. 

200  Livingston  v.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr.  490. 

201  State  of  Indiana  v.  Woram,  6  Hill,  33;  40  Am.  Dec.  378;  and 
also  In  Wakefield  v.  Greenhood,  29  Cal.  597,  where  it  is  held  that 
though  the  contract  must  be  in  writing  under  a  statute,  yet  it  is 
not  necessary  in  the  complaint  to  show  that  fact. 

202  McDonald  v.  Mission  View  H.  Ass'n,  51  Cal.  210;  Nunez  v. 
Morgan,  77  id.  427;  McMenomy  v.  Tnlbot,  84  id.  279.  An  allegation 
that  a  contract  was  made  without  stating  whether  or  not  it  was  ia 
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I  321.  Consideration,  when  must  be  alleged.  The  essential 
element  of  every  contract  being  the  consideration^  a  proper 
statement  in  the  complaint  becomes  a  matter  of  great  im- 
portance^ while  an  averment  of  consideration  in  cases  where 
it  is  implied  by  law,  becomes  surplusage,  and  should  be  avoided. 
The  rule,  however,  is  th^t  the  consideration  must  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  complaint,  either  impliedly,  as  in  cases  of  sealed 
instruments,  where  the  seal  imports  consideratioii;^^  or  the 
particular  consideration  on  which  the  contract  is  founded  must 
be  expressly  stated,^^  whenever  proof  of  it  is  necessary  to  sup- 
port the  action,^**  for  in  its  absence  no  cause  of  action  can 
be  maintained.^^ 

In  a  suit  upon  an  agreement  under  seal,  the  complaint  set- 
ting out  the  agreement  in  haec  verba  need  not  aver  any  consid- 
eration for  the  agreement.  The  seal  imports  a  consideration. ^^ 
But  on  a  simple  contract  the  law  of  pleading  requires  the  com- 
plaint to  state  the  particular  consideration  for  the  defendant's 
promise  declared  on.^**  And  in  all  cases  when  the  performance 
of  the  consideration  is  a  condition  precedent.^"^  This  rule  has 
its  exceptions,  as  in  cases  of  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes,  where  the  consideration  is  implied.^®  In  California  any 
written  instrument  is  presumptive  evidence  of  a  consideration,^^^ 

writing,  will  be  constroed  to  mean  that  the  contract  was  in 
writing,  if  the  law  requires  it  to  be  so.  Barnard  v.  Lloyd,  85  Gal. 
131. 

«»  WiUs  V.  Kempt,  17  Gal.  98;  McCarty  v.  Beach,  10  id.  461. 

»*1  Chit.  PI.  203;  Douglass  v.  Davie»  2  McCord,  218;  Kean  v. 
Mltchel,  13  Mich.  207,  and  cases  there  cited. 

«»4  Johns  280. 

MBrlst<^  V.  The  Rensselaer,  etc.,  Co.,  9  Barb.  158. 

wwlUis  V.  Kempt,  17  Cal.  99;  McCarty  v.  Beach,  10  id.  461. 

»•  Moore  v.  Waddle,  34  Oal.  145;  Joseph  v.  Holt.  37  id.  253. 

«» Moore  v.  Waddle,  34  Cal.  145. 

»oid.;  7  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obe.  149. 

ai  Civil  Code,  %  1614;  WiUiams  v.  Hall,  79  Cal.  606;  Downing  v. 
U  Du,  82  id.  471;  Toomy  v.  Dunphy,  86  id.  639.  A  complaint 
which  alleges  that  a  corporation  defendant  executed  a  contract  in 
writing  whereby  it  agreed  and  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  on  a 
i^Ten  date  a  certain  sum  of  money,  states  facts  from  which  tlio 
law  presumes  a  consideration,  and  the  failure  specially  to  alle?(^ 
a  consideration  for  the  written  contract  is  not  ground  of  demurror, 
though  the  contract  Is  not  set  out  in  haec  verba.  Henlce  v.  Eureka 
Endowment  Ass'n,  100  Cal.  429.  Complaint  showing  a  want  of 
consideration  for  the  promise.  See  Amestoy  v.  Transit  Co.,  95 
Cal.  311. 


§321 


PLEADINGS  OF    PLAINTIFF. 


240 


and  the  burden  of  showing  a  want  of  consideration  sufficient 
to  support  an  instrument  lies  with  the  party  seeking  to  invali- 
date or  avoid  it.^^  Similar  statutes  have  been  passed  in  many 
of  the  states.*^' 

To  constitute  a  valuable  consideration  it  is  not  necessary 
that  money  should  be  paid.  It  is  sufficient  that  it  has  been 
expended  on  the  faith  of  the  contract.^*  The  acknowledg- 
ment of  one  dollar  is  sufficient,  whether  actually  paid  or  not.**" 
The  consideration  of  a  written  instrument  may  be  inquired 
into.^*  It  has  been  held  that  the  allegation  of  a  "good  and 
valuable  consideration"  is  not  sufficient  on  demurrer,  or  to 
sustain  a  judgment  by  default;  yet  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
verdict  after  trial  upon  the  issues.*" 

If  part  of  a  consideration  be  merely  voidable,  the  contract 
may  be  supported  by  the  residue,  if  good  per  se.  But  if  any 
part  be  illegal  it  vitiates  the  whole.**®  It  is  no  objection  that 
the  direct  consideration  moves  to  a  third  person.^®  Nor  is  it 
an  objection  that  it  moves  from  a  third  party  to  the  person 
who  seeks  to  enforce  it.**^ 

The  consideration  must  in  all  cases  be  legally  sufficient  to 
support  the  promise  for  the  breach  for  which  the  action  is 

212  Civil  Code.  9  1616;  Polrier  v.  Gravel,  88  Oal.  79.  Possession 
of  a  note  given  by  the  husband  to  the  wife  Is  not  of  itself  evidence 
that  any  advantage  had  been  obtained,  and  the  giving  of  it  does 
not  indicate  a  trust,  but  the  note  is  an  ordinary  contract  which 
implies  a  consideration.    Dimond  v.  Sanderson,  103  Cal.  97. 

218  Wag.  Stat.  270.  S  6;  Caples  v.  Branham.  20  Mo.  248;  Iowa  Code. 
§§  2112,  2114;  Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  (1873),  249;  Kanas.  Gen.  Stat  (1868). 
183:  Ind.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  273;  and  see  LindeH  v.  Roalces,  60  Mo.  249; 
Keesling  v.  Watson,  91  Ind.  578;  Clay  v.  Edgerton,  19  Ohio  St  649; 
2  Am.  Rep.  422. 

214  King  V.  Thompson,  6  Pet  204. 

2l^  Dutchman  v.  Tooth,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  577;  Lawrence  v.  McCal- 
mount.  2  How.  (U.  S.)  426. 

-iG  See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1962,  and  $  1963.  subd.  39;  see,  also. 
Cravens  v.  Dewey,  13  Cal.  43;  Peck  v.  Vandenberg,  30  Id.  12: 
InjrersoU  v.  Truebody,  40  id.  603;  McCuUoch  v.  Hoffman,  10  Hun. 
133;  Wilson  v.  Ellsworth,  25  Neb.  246;  Miller  v.  McKenzie,  95  N. 
y.  575. 

217  Kean  v.  Mitchell,  13  Mich.  207. 

21R  1  Sandf.  PL  &  Ev.  187;  Cobb  v.  Cowdery,  40  Vt  25;  94  Am, 
Dec.  370. 

2i9Townley  v.  Sumrall,  2  Pet.  170;  but  compare  D*Wolf  v. 
Raband.  1  Id.  476. 

220  Raymond   v.  Pritchard,  24   Ind.  318. 
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brought.^*  If  there  is  a  benefit  to  the  defendant  and  a  loss 
to  the  plaintiff  directly  resulting  from  the  promise  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff^  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  enable  the 
latter  to  maintain  an  action.^^  Th^  court  will  not  inquire 
into  the  exact  proportion  between  the  value  of  the  considera- 
tion and  that  of  the  thing  to  be  done  for  it.^® 

The  recital  in  a  complaint  of  an  executed  or  pasi  considera- 
tion is  not  usually  traversable^  and  requires  little  certainty^ 
either  of  name^  place,  person,  or  subject-matter,^^  although 
it  should  be  known  to  both  parties  at  the  time  of  making  the 
contract  that  the  subject-matter  is  liable  to  a  contingency  by 
which  it  may  be  destroyed.  If  this  contingency  has  already 
happened  at  the  time,  the  agreement  is  without  consideration.^** 

However  strong  may  be  one's  moral  obligation  to  do  that 
which  he  agreed  to  do,  it  is  only  promises  founded  on  the  per- 
formance of  duties  actually  agreed  to  be  done,  or  imposed  by 
law,  which  are  regarded  in  law  as  binding.  A  promise  by  a 
party  to  do  what  he  is  bound  in  law  to  do,  is  an  insufficient 
but  not  an  illegal  consideration.^^ 

In  contracts  imposing  a  restraint  on  one  of  the  parties  con- 
tracting, there  must  not  only  be  a  consideration  for  the  con- 
tract, but  some  good  reason  for  entering  into  it,  and  it  must 
impose  no  restraint  upon  one  party  which  is  not  beneficial  to 
the  other.^ 

i  322.  AUegingr  performanoe  of  contracts.  In  pleading  the 
performance  of  conditions  precedent  in  a  contract,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  the  facts  showing  such  performance,  but  it 
may  be  stated  generally  that  the  party  duly  performed  all  the 
conditions  on  his  part,  and  if  such  allegation  be  controverted, 
the  party  pleading  must  establish,  on  the  trial,  the  facts  show- 
ing such  performance.^^    The  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to 

221 1  Chit.  PI.  292;  Bristol  v.  Rensselaer  &  Saratopra  R.  R.  Co.,  9 
Barb.  158. 

H2Add.  on  Cont.  1002;  Emerson  v.  Slater,  22  How.  (IT.  S.)  43. 

3231  Pars.  CD  Cont.  382,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

24  Gebbart  v.  Francis,  32  Penn.  St.  7& 

^5*  Allen  V.  Hammond,  11  Pet.  6b. 

2MCobb  V.  Cowdery,  40  Vt.  25;  14  Am.  Dec.  870. 

K7 California  Steam  Xav.  Co.  v.  Wrig't.  6  Cal.  253. 

2«Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  H  457:  Fisk  v.  ITenarie,  13  Oreg.  156; 
RIaslBgame  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  75  Cal.  CC^^i  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Golden, 
121  Ind.  524;  Iiouisville  Underwriters  v.  Durland,  123  id.  544. 

Tor..  1—31 


§322 


PLEADINGS  OF  PLAINTIFF. 


24X 


avoid  prolixity  by  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  aver  generally, 
by  grouping  all  the  conditions  to  be  performed  by  himself  in 
a  general  averment  that  he  has  duly  performed  them  all.^ 
And  it  is  a  sufficient  averment  to  allege  that  he  had  "fully 
and  faithfully*'  performed  the  said  contract  on  his  part.^ 
This  general  allegation  of  performance  is  confined  to  conditions 
contained  in  contracts.  If  the  performance  of  a  condition 
precedent,  not  contained  in  a  contract,  is  necessary  to  create 
a  cause  of  action,  the  facts  showing  such  performance  must 
be  alleged.^* 

It  seems  that  the  word  "  party,"  iii  the  provision  of  rhe 
Code  that  "  it  may  be  stated  generally  that  the  pafrty  duly 
performed  all  the  conditions  on  his  part,"  means  the  person 
or  persons  by  whom  the  conditions  were  to  be  performed,  and 
the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  is  not  necessarily  the  person  who  is  the 
party  to  the  contract.  Upon  a  liberal  construction,  the  statute 
means  that  it  may  be  stated  generally  that  the  person  or  per- 
sons by  whom  the  conditions  were  to  be  performed  have  duly 
performed,  etc.^^ 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  by  which  the  plaintiff  had  bound 
himself  to  do  certain  acts,  and  to  procure  third  parties  to  do 
certain  acts,  the  complaint  alleging  performance  on  their  part, 
in  the  following  form:  And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  he 
and  those  on  whose  behalf  the  agreement  was  made  and  entered 
into  by  him  have  fully  and  faithfully  performed  and  fulfilled 
all  and  singular  the  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  said 
agreement  contained,  on  the  part  of  the  said  plaintiff  and  those 
on  whose  behalf  the  said  agreement  was  made  and  entered  into 
by  him,  as  aforesaid,  was  held  sufficient.**®  Such  general  aver- 
ment imports  a  sufficient  statement  of  being  ready  to  do  all 
things  necessary  in  the  future.*®* 

And  where  certain  work  was  to  be  done  by  the  defendant, 

229  Woodbury  v.  Sackrider,  2  Abb.  Pr.  402;  Graham  v.  Machado, 
6  Duer,  515;  Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bosw.  43. 

280  Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bosw.  44;  Griffiths  v.  Henderson,  49 
Cal.  570;  Smith  v.  Mohn,  87  Id.  489. 

281  Spear  v.  Downing.  34  Barb.  523;  Dye  v.  Dye.  11  Cal.  167; 
Rhoda  V.  Alameda  Co..  52  id.  350;  People  v.  Jackson,  24?  id.  632; 
Hatch  V.  Peet,  23  Barb.  580;  Couch  v.  In^ersoll,  2  Pick.  2»2;  Kane 
T.  Hood.  13  id.  281 :  Pomroy  v.  Gold,  2  Met.  500. 

282  Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bosw.  43. 
288  Td. 

284  wniiams  on  PL  117,  n.;  Bentley  v.  Dawes,  9  Bxcb.  600. 
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for  the  governinent,  and  certain  things  were  to  be  done  by  the 
plaintiff  to  enable  the  defendant  to  perform  his  contract,  the 
declaration  must  show  that  the  precedent  acts  were  doAe  by 
the  government,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.^^     I 

Performance  must  be  averred  according  to  the  intent  of  the 
parties.  Thus,  a  vendor  of  land  who  sues  upon  an  agreement 
of  sale  containing  a  covenant  on  his  part  that  he  "  will  make  a 
deed  for  the  property,"  must  aver  and  prove  not  merely  liis 
readiness  to  "  deliver  a  deed,'*  but  that  he  had  a  good  title,  free 
of  incumbrance,  which  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  convey  by  a 
legal  deed.28« 

In  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  contract  to  deliver  merchandise 
at  any  place  between  certain  points  on  a  river,  to  be  designated 
by  the  party  to  whom  the  delivery  was  to  be  made,  the  omission 
of  guch  party  to  designate  the  place  did  not  prevent  the  other 
from  making  a  delivery  at  any  convenient  point  he  might  select. 
The  declaration  need  not  aver  that  a  place  of  delivery  was  des- 
ignated, nor  that  notice  of  a  place  for  the  delivery  of  the  mer- 
chandise was  given.  An  issue  formed  as  to  such  notice  is 
immaterial.*^ 

An  averment  of  performance  is  always  made  in  the  declaration 
npon  contracts  containing  undertakings;  and  that  averment 
nnist  be  supported  by  proof  .^^  In  pleading  title  to  land  under 
an  act  of  the  legislature  which  prescribes  conditions  upon  the 
performance  of  which  the  title  may  be  recovered,  it  is  necessary 
to  aver  a  performance  of  all  the  acts  required  by  the  statute.*^ 

» United  States  v.  Beard,  5  McLean,  441;  compare  Hart  v.  Rose, 
Hempet  288. 

2MWa8hiDgton  v.  Ogden,  1  Black  (U.  S.),  450;  Prewett  v.  Vaughn, 
21  Ark.  417. 

STRartfield  v.  Patton,  Hempst.  268. 

>»Bank  of  Colombia  v.  Hagner,  1  Pet.  455;  United  States  y. 
Arthur,  5  Oranch  (U.  S.),  257;  compare  Beale  t.  Newton.  1  Id.  404; 
Savaiy  v.  Goe,  3  Wash.  140. 

23B  People  V.  JackBon,  24  Gal.  632.  A  complaint  which  does  not 
allege  performance  of  one  of  the  essential  conditions  imposed  upon 
the  plaintiff  by  the  terms  of  his  contraact,  fails  to  state  a  cause 
of  action.  Jones  v.  Perot.  19  CM.  141.  And  when  the  promise 
declared  on  is  in  part  conditional,  and  the  performance  or  happen* 
ing  of  the  condition  upon  which  the  promise  is  to  become  absolute 
is  not  ayerred,  the  complaint  is  not  sufficient,  as  to  such  conditional 
put  of  the  promise,  to  sustain  a  recovery.  Patrick  v.  Colorado 
Smelting  Co.,  20  Col.  268. 
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§  323.  Alleging  nonperformance.  Wlien  performance  is  im- 
practicable, such  fact  may  be  shown  under  an  excuse  for  non- 
performance.^*^ As  from  sickness  or  death.^^  Or  by  act  of 
law.^^  Or  by  casualty  of  fire.^*^  In  such  cases,  the  excuse  for 
nonperformance  must  be  shown.^^  If  performance  has  been 
prevented  or  interrupted  by  an  act  of  the  adverse  party,  or  where 
a  waiver  thereof  may  be  inferred,  an  averment  of  facts  consti- 
tuting the  excuse  is  sufficient.^**^  In  such  cases  performance 
need  not  be  alleged.^*®  Where  the  conditions  contained  in  the 
contract  have  been  modified,  or  plaintiff  has  become  excused 
from  them,  an  averment  of  performance  is  not  proper;  the  modi- 
fication or  excuse  should  be  stated.^^  For  under  a  complaint 
setting  out  a  contract  and  averring  its  performance  by  the  plain- 
tiff, evidence  in  excuse  for  nonperformance  is  not  admissible; 
yet  this  rule  becomes  of  little  importance  in  view  of  the  power  of 
amendment  given  to  the  court  by  the  Code.^*® 

240  Wolfe  V.  Howes,  24  Barb.  174,  066. 

241  Wolfe  V.  Howes,  24  Barb.  174,  666;  Fohy  v.  North,  19  id.  341. 

242  Jones  V.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  411. 

243  Lord  V.  Wheeler,  1  Gray,  282. 

244  Newcomb  v.  Brackett,  16  Mass.  166;  Baker  v.  Fuller,  21  Pick. 
318. 

245  For  example,  see  Clarke  v.  Crandall,  27  Barb.  73;  Crist  v. 
Armour,  34  id.  378;  Rlvara  v.  Ohio,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  264;  Little  v. 
Mercer,  9  Mo.  216;  Bums  v.  Fox,  113  Ind.  205;  Mathis  v.  Thomas. 
101  id.  119. 

246  Oakley  v.  Morton,  11  N.  Y.  33;  Hosley  v.  Black,  26  How.  Pr. 
9T;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  9  N.  Y.  525. 

247  Oakley  v.  Morton,  11  N.  Y.  25;  O'Connor  v.  Dlngley,  26  Cal.  21; 
Lanitz  V.  King,  93  Mo.  519;  Evarts  v.  Smucker,  19  Neb.  43;  Bo- 
gardus  v.  Insurance  Co..  101  N.  Y.  329.  If  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit 
on  a  contract,  pleads  performance  he  must  prove  it,  and  proof  of 
excuse  for  nonperformance  would  not  enable  him  to  recover  on 
such  a  pleading.  I>aley  v.  Russ,  86  Cal.  114;  McDermott  v.  Grlmni, 
4  Col.  App.  39;  but  see  West  v.  Insurance  Society,  10  ITtah,  442; 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Dougherty,  102  Penn.  St.  568,  holding  that  where 
the  complaint  contains  a  general  allegation  of  the  performance  of 
a  condition,  proof  of  waiver  is  admissible  without  alleging  it, 

248  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §§  472,  473;  Hosley  v.  Black,  26  How. 
Pr.  97.  Of  the  rule  requiring  full  performance,  except  where 
sufficient  excuse  is  shown,  see  Wolfe  v.  Howes,  20  N.  Y.  197;  75 
Am.  Dec.  388.  And  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  part  perform- 
ance of  conditions  precedent,  consult  Sickles  v.  Pattison.  14  Wend. 
257;  28  Am.  Dec.  ,^27:  McMillan  v.  Vanderlip.  12  .Tohns.  Ifi.":  7  Am. 
Dec.  2VS):  Reab  v.  Moore,  19  Johns.  337;  Lantry  v.  Parks,  8  Cow. 
63:  Oakley  v.  Morton,  11  N.  Y.  25;  62  Am.  Dec.  49. 
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{  324.  Alleging  concurrent  acts.  In  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract^  the  performance  of  a  concurrent  act,  which  the  con- 
tract expressly,  or  by  implication,  devolved  on  the  plaintiff,  must 
be  averred.^®  So  where  a  contract  is  executory,  a  performance, 
or  tender  of  performance,  or  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  per- 
form, on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  must  be  shown  in  the  com- 
plAiiit»> 

A  tender  of  performance,  or  a  readiness  and  willingness  to 
perfonn,  is  a  substitute  for  the  general  allegation  of  perform- 
ance in  such  cases  as  it  may  be  required  It  may  also  be  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  offered  to  perform.^*  In  England,  a  general 
a?ennent  of  readiness  and  willingness  is  sufficient.^^  So  also 
in  Ohio.**  And  such  tender  or  offer  of  performance  must  be 
proved.**  But  an  offer  of  performance  is  of  no  effect  if  the 
person  making  it  is  not  able  and  willing  to  perform  according  to 
the  offer.^ 

In  cases  where  the  performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
depends  upon  acts  previously  to  have  been  done  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  an  averment  of  readiness  and  willingness  will  be 
snfficient.*®  So  where  there  are  mutual  promises,  not  depend- 
ent on  each  other,  the  omission  to  state  in  the  declaration  per- 
formance of  that  made  by  the  plaintiff,  is  cured  by  the  verdict.^'"*'' 

If  mutuality  exists  at  the  inception  of  the  contract,  or  at  the 
time  the  contingency  happens,  no  subsequent  changes  can  de- 
stroy the  contract,  if  the  party  has  performed  all  the  con- 
ditions on  his  part.*®    In  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale 

*<•  Lester  v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453;  Conslderant  v.  Brisbane,  14 

Hoir.  Pr.  487. 

«>  Barron  v.  Frink,  30  Cal.  486;  Englander  v.  Rogers,  41  Id.  220; 
Van  Schalck  v.  WInne,  16  Barb.  94;  Beecher  v.  Conradt,  13  N.  Y. 
110;  64  Am.  Dec.  535;  Bronson  v.  Wlman,  8  N.  Y.  188;  Tinney  v. 
Ashley,  15  Pick.  546;  26  Am.  Dec.  620. 

SI  See  Williams  v.  Healey,  3  Den.  363;  Crandall  v.  Clark,  7  Barb. 
169;  aark  v.  Crandall,  27  id.  73. 

»2Ru8t  T.  Nottridge,  1  ElUs  &  Bl.  (Q.  B.)  09;  Bentley  v.  Dawes, 
9  Eich.  (Welsb.,  H.  &  G.)  666. 

«  Swan's  PI.  206;  Nathan  v.  Lewis,  1  Handy,  242. 

JMOoodwln  V.  Lynn,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  714. 

»  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  1495. 

2*  West  T.  Kmmons,  5  Johns.  179. 

s?  Corcoran  v.  Dougherty,  4  Cranch  C.  0.  205. 

awSngd.  on  Vend.  194;  1  Yes.  218;  Mortlock  v.  BuUer,  10  Ves.  jun. 
315;  Lawrenson  v.  Butler,  1  Schoales  &  L.  19;  Walton  v.  Goulson, 
1  McLean,  120. 


§324 


PLEADINGS  OF  PLAINTIFF. 


246 


of  an  article  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  the  obligation  for  one 
party  to  pay,  and  the  other  to  deliver,  are  mutual  and  de- 
pendent; and  the  seller  must  show  that  he  was  ready  and  offered 
to  deliver  the  goods.^*  But  where  there  has  been  part  perform- 
ance, a  special  allegation  is  not  necessary .^^  In  cases  where 
mutuality  exists  in  the  conditions  of  a  contract,  neither  party 
can  maintain  an  action  against  the  other  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, without  showing  performance  or  tender  of  performance 
on  his  par{.*^  But  where  the  covenants  of  an  agreement  are 
independent,  the  plaintiff  can  not  support  his  action  as  to  them 
without  showing  performance  of  every  aflfirmative  covenant  on 
his  part,  and  in  such  a  case  it  is  competent  to  the  defendant 
to  prove  a  breach  of  such  as  are  negative.^^ 

Thus  where  it  was  agreed  that  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of 
the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  and  the  delivery  of  certain  notes 
on  a  certain  day,  would  make  a  certain  assignment  to  defend- 
ant, plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover  the  money  need  not  allege 
performance  or  offer  of  performance.^^ 

But  if  notice  is  necessary  to  give  a  right  of  action,  such  notice 
must  be  specially  averred.^®*  And  an  averment  of  facts  "  which 
defendant  well  knew  "  is  not  sufficient.*®^  Otherwise  if  knowl- 
edge only  is  necessary  to  fix  the  liability;  as  for  keeping  mis- 
chievous animals;*^  against  a  municipal  corporation  for  defect 
in  a  grating  over  an  area  in  a  sidewalk,*^  and  other  like 
cases. 

259  Barron  v.  Frink,  30  C?al.  486;  Gibbons  v.  Scott,  15  Id.  284; 
1  Randf.  PL  &  Ev.  190;  Englander  v.  Rogers,  41  Cal.  420;  Con- 
siderant  v.  Brisbane,  14  How.  Pr.  487;  Dunham  v.  Pettee,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  500;  Fickett  v.  Brice,  22  How.  Pr.  194. 

260  Grant  v.  Johnson,  5  Barb.  161;  Wallis  v.  Warren,  18  I^w 
Jour.  Rep.  Ex.  449;  14  I^w  Times,  108;  7  Dowl.  &  L.  GO;  4  Ex.  364. 

261  Porter  v.  Rose,  12  Johns.  209;  7  Am.  Dec.  306;  Gazley  v.  IViee. 
16  Johns.  267;  Parker  v.  Parmele.  20  id.  130;  11  Am.  Deo.  2r>3; 
Topping  V.  Root,  5  Cow.  404;  Walden  v.  Davison,  11  Wend.  67;  Les- 
ter v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453;  People  v.  Edmonds,  15  Barb.  359;  Culver 
V.  Burgher,  21  id.  324;  Daud  v.  King,  2  Pick.  155;  Fickett  v.  Brice, 
22  How.  Pr.  194;  to  the  same  effect,  Frey  v.  Johnson,  id.  316; 
Englander  v.  Rogers,  41  Cal.  420. 

262  Webster  v.  Warren,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  456. 

263  Smith  V.  Betts,  16  How.  Pr.  251. 

204Ben8ley  v.  Atwiil,   12  Cal.  231;  Colt  v.   Root.  17  Mass.  229; 
Hol>art  V.  Hllliard,  11  Pick.  144. 
2cr.  Colcliester  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339:  S.  C.  .■'»3  Eng.  Com.  L.  339. 
2r.r.  pnirchild  v.  Bentley,  30  Barb.  147. 
267  McGinity  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  5  Duer,  674. 
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So,  also,  whenever  a  request  is  necessary  to  give  a  party  a 
light  to  sue,  it  must  be  specially  averred;**  and  where  the  stat- 
ute prescribes  conditions  precedent  to  the  acquirement  of  a 
light,  the  performance  of  those  conditions  must  be  specifically 
averred,  and  the  facts  showing  such  performance  must  be 
pleaded** 

But  in  an  action  by  a  purchaser  to  recover  money  paid  in 
part  execution  of  a  contract  rescinded  by  the  vendor,  an  alle- 
gation of  tender  or  readiness  to  pay  the  whole  price  is  not 
necessary.^®  So,  on  a  contract  for  wheat  to  be  delivered  on 
demand,  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  a  tender.*"  And  under  an 
a?ennent  of  tender,  the  plaintiff  may  prove  a  waiver  of  it  by 
defendant*'* 

I  825.  Alleging  brea<A  of  contract.  A  complaint  for  breach 
of  contract  must  state  a  breach  in  unequivocal  language.*'* 
4  general  allegation,  however,  will  be  sufficient  to  admit  proof, 
and  will  only  be  obnoxious  to  a  motion  to  render  it  more 
certain.*'* 

Thus  where  the  covenant  describes  a  specific  act,  the  breach 
may  be  averred  in  the  language  of  the  covenant;  but  if  a  num- 
ber of  acts  are  included  in  one  phrase,  the  complaint  must  set 
forth  the  breach  of  each  particular  act  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
lelies  with  particularity.*"^  For  when  a  party  relies  upon  any 
breaches  of  an  agreement  as  the  foundation  of  an  action,  he 
must  set  forth  in  his  pleading  sufiBcient  of  the  agreement  to 
make  it  appear  to  the  court  that  the  breaches  complained  of  do 
actually  exist,  and  to  what  extent.*'®  If  the  promise  contained 
an  exception  or  proviso,  it  must  be  stated.*'^    And  on  a  contract 

»  Ramsey  v.  Waltham,  1  Mo.  395;  Femer  v.  Williams,  37  Barb.  9. 

3»  People  V.  Jackson,  24  Cal.  632. 

2TOMain  v.  King,  8  Barb.  535;  Fancher  v.  Goodman,  29  Id.  316; 
McKnlght  V.  Dunlop,  4  Id.  36. 

271  Crosby  v.  Watkins,  12  Oal.  85. 

«2  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  9  N.  Y.  525. 

*rai  Van  Santv.  222;  Moore  v.  Besse,  30  Cal.  570;  Schenck  ▼. 
Naylor,  2  Duer,  67.5;  Van  Sohalck  v.  Wlnne,  16  Barb.  89;  People  v. 
Central  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  76  Cal.  29;  Curtlsa  v.  Bauphman,  84  Id.  216; 
lerre  Haute,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Sherwood,  132  Ind.  129. 

27*  Trimble  v.  Stilwell,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  512. 

^  Wolfe  V.  r.uyster,  1  Hall,  146;  Brown  v.  Stebblns.  4  Hill,  154. 

*7«  Lynch  V.  Murray.  21  How.  Pr.  154. 

^lialham  v.  Riitloy.  2  Bam.  &  Cress.  20;  Jones  v.  Cowley,  4 

^-  446;  Tempany  v.  Burnand.  4  Camp.  20. 
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containing  various  undertakings,  the  plaintiff  complaining  of 
the  breach  of  one,  thereby  waives  any  right  as  to  the  others.^* 

§    825a.    The    same  —  sufficiency    of    complaint  —  surplusagre. 
Where  the  action  is  brought  to  redress  a  wrong  committed 
by  the  breach  of  a  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  only  seeks  to  re- 
cover the  general  damages  which  have  resulted,  he  states  a  good 
cause  of  action  when  he  sets  up  the  contract,  states  the  facts 
which  constitute  the  breach,  and  alleges  generally  that  he  has 
been  damaged  in  a  specified  sum.^*    If  the  complaint  sets  up 
a  contract  and  alleges  a  breach  thereof,  a  demurrer,  on  the 
ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  factsr  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  is  not  well  taken,  since  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  at  least.*^    But  the  com- 
plaint in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  an 
alleged  contract  is  insufficient,  if  it  merely  alleges  a  promise 
without  averring  its  breach,  or  if  it  assigns  a  breach  of  some- 
thing which  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  promised.^^     A  com- 
plaint showing  a  good  cause  of  action  is  not  bad  because  of  un- 
necessary averments  contained  in  it.     Such  averments  will  not 
vitiate  a  complaint  which  states  a  good  cause  of  action  exclu- 
sive of  them.^^    Where  a  contract  is  fully  expressed  without 
abbreviations  used  therein,  they  may  be  disregarded  as  sur- 
plusage,   if    they   are    meaningless.^®*    So,    a    recital  in  the 
complaint,  in  an  action  upon  a  written  instrument,  that  the 
defendant,  "being  indebted,"  executed  it,  is  unnecessary,  and 
may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.^®*    So,  in  a  Nevada  case,  where 
an  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  contract, 
it  was  held  that  the  averments  in  the  complaint  that  the  money 
expended  in  repairing  a  ditch  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  '•  to 
defendant's  use,"  and  that  "the  defendant  promised  to  pay 
the  same,"  might  be  treated  as  surplusage,  and  that,  without 

arsohlnn  v.  Hamilton,  Hempst.  438. 

279  City  of  Pueblo  v.  Griffin,  10  CJol.  366;  School  District  v.  Ross, 
4  Col.  App.  493. 

280  Sunnyslde  Land  Co.  v.  Bridge  RaUway  Co.,  20  Greg.  544;  and 
see  Wisner  v.  Barber,  10  Id.  342;  Wilson  v.  Clark,  20  Minn.  367. 

281  Du  Brutz  V.  JesBup,  70  Cal.  75.  So  of  a  complaint  which 
misconstnies  the  contract  sued  on,  and  which  contains  no  allegation 
entitling  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  it.  McPhee  v.  Toung,  13 
Col.  80. 

282  Byard  v.  Harkrider,  103  Ind.  376. 
288  Berry  v.  Kowalsky,  95  Cal.  134. 
284Polrier  v.  Gravel,  88  Cal.  79. 


249  COMPLAINTS  IN   GENERAL.  §  32G 

these  words,  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  constituted  a 
cause  of  action  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract.^**®  But 
statements  of  facts  in  a  complaint,  which  are  in  themselves 
material  and  relevant  to  the  cause  of  action,  can  not  be  regarded 
as  surplusage,  although  they  overthrow  the  pleading.^®* 

4 

I  328.  Alleging  special  damagee.  FoT  the  breach  of  a  coo* 
tract  an  action  lies,  though  no  actual  damages  be  sustained.^^ 
And  damages  which  materially  and  necessarily  arise  from  the 
breach  of  the  contract  need  not  be  stated,  as  they  are  covered 
bv  the  general  damages  laid  in  the  declaration;  but  special 
damages  must  be  specially  stated.^^  It  is  suifficient,  so  far  as 
the  demurrer  is  concerned,  to  aver  in  the  complaint  the  contract, 
the  breach  complained  of,  and  the  general  damages.^*®  But  the 
omission  to  aver  specially  the  damages  laid  in  the  complaint,  is 
waived  by  going  to  trial  without  objection.^*^  In  an  action  for 
special  damages  for  injuries,  such  damages  as  are  the  natural 
although  not  the  necessary  result  of  the  injury  must  be 
specially  stated,  and  the  facts  out  of  which  they  arise  must  be 
specially  averred  in  the  complaint.®^     Thus  a  jury  can  not  give 

»  Orr  Water  Ca  v.  Reno  Water  Ca,  19  Nev.   60. 

3W  Knopf  V.  Morel,  111  Ind.  570.  Stipulations  introduced  into 
the  contract  as  i»t>vl8oe  in  favor, of  the  defendant  need  not  be 
negatived  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  the  contract;  to  be  taken  advanta^re  of,  such  stipulations  must 
be  pleaded  by  the  defendant.    Hudson  v.  Archer,  4  S.  Dak.  128. 

WMcCarty  v.  Beach,  10  Oal.  461;  Hancock  v.  HubbeU,  71  id.  537; 
and  gee  I  325a,  ante. 

2»Bafl  V.  Steele,  3  Wash.  O.  O.  381;  Mitchell  v.  Clarke.  71  Cal. 
163;  Tacker  v.  Parks,  7  Col.  62;  City  of  Pueblo  v.  Griffin,  10  id.  366; 
Tahoe  Ice  Ok  v.  Union  Ice  Co.,  100  Gal.  242;  Ennis  v.  Publishing 
CDl,  44  Minn.  105. 

»)  Barber  v.  Cazalis,  30  Cal.  92. 

w»  Neary  v.  Bostwlck,  2  Hilt  514. 

»^  Stevenson  v.  Smith,  28  Cal.  102;  87  Am.  Dec.  107;  Cole  v. 
Swanston,  1  Cal.  51;  52  Am.  Dec.  288;  Squler  v.  Gould,  14  Wend. 
150;  Strang  v.  W^hitehead,  12  id.  64;  1  Chit.  PI.  371;  Sedg.  on  Dam. 
67:  Say  an  Dam.  313;  Tuolumne  Water  Co.  v.  Columbia  &  Stanislaus 
Water  Co.,  10  Cal.  193;  Mallory  v.  Thomas,  98  Id.  644;  Grandona 
T.  Lovdal,  70  id.  161;  Smith  v.  Railway  Co.,  98  Id.  210.  A  com- 
plaint showing  a  breach  of  contract  by  the  defendant  In  refusing 
to  pay  an  agreed  compensation  to  the  plaintiff  as  attorney,  who  was 
prevented  by  the  defendant  from  fully  performing,  and  alleging 
that  a  certain  sum  of  money  and  Interest  Is  due  under  the  con- 
tnct,  la  not  insufficient  in  not  containing  a  specific  allegation  of 
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compensation  for  loss  of  time,  remuneration  for  wages  paid, 
etc..  unless  there  is  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  as  to  these 
niatters.^^ 

The  want  of  any  averment  of  special  damages  can  not  be 
reached  by  demurrer.  Such  averment  is  only  necessary  where 
the  right  of  action  itself  depends  upon  the  special  injury  re- 
ceived.^*® Matters  in  aggravation  of  damages  need  not  b^ 
alleged;  the  quo  animo  may  be  proved  without  being  pleaded,^** 
and,  therefore,  should  not  be  pleaded.^** 

i  827.  Allegations  in  actioxiB  for  injuries  resulting  from 
negligence.  Negligence  is  the  omission  to  do  something  which 
a  reasonable  man,  guided  by  those  considerations  which  or- 
dinarily regulate  the  conduct  of  human  affairs,  would  do;  or 
doing  something  which  a  prudent  and  reasonable  man  would 
not  do.  It  is  not  absolute  or  intrinsic,  but  is  always  relative  to 
some  circumstances  of  time,  place,  or  person.^"^  The  prudence 
and  propriety  of  men's  actions  are  not  judged  by  the  event, 
but  by  circumstances  under  which  they  act.  If  they  conduct 
themselves  with  reasonable  prudence  and  good  judgment,  they 
are  not  to  be  made  responsible  because  the  event,  from  causes 
which  .could  not  be  foreseen  nor  reasonably  anticipated,  has 
disappointed  their  expectations.^^  Where  the  safety  of  human 
life  is  in  question,  a  very  high  degree  of  care  is  required.^**^ 
1^11 1  a  casualty  happening  without  the  will  and  without  the 
iie^^-ligence  or  other  default  of  the  party,  is,  as  to  him,  an  inevita- 

(lamaKes,    the   facts    being   stated    which    In    law   constitute    his 
4laniaj:es  and  their  measure.    Bartlett  v.  Savings  Bank,  79  Cal.  218. 

^♦2  l)alK>vich  V.  Emeric,  12  Cal.  171. 

2s»3  McCarty  v.  Beach,  10  Cal.  461.  When  the  complaint  contains 
no  averment  which  would  Bustain  a  recovery  for  temporary  or 
FIterial  damages  a  question  as  to  such  damages  should  not  be  sub- 
mitted to  tlie  Jury.    Denver,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ditch  Co.,  19  Col.  3t>T. 

'-^  Kiistell  V.  Macquister.  1  Camp.  49;  Slack  v.  MoChesney,  2 
Yate*<,  473;  Wallis  v.  Mease,  3  Binney.  546;  Kean  v.  McLauj^lilan. 
l:  Serg.  &  R  469. 

i-^i*"  Warne  v.  Croswell,  2  Stark.  457;  Moloney  v.  Dows,  15  How. 
Pr.  2<>.''»;  see,  however,  Root  v.  Foster,  9  id.  87;  Brewer  v.  Temple. 
1.%  Id.  286. 

2WI  Kifhardson  v.  Kier,  34  Cal.  63;  91  Am.  Deo.  681;  and  see 
Barrett  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  91  Cal.  29(>;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  18*;; 
Cnnn  v.  Railroad  Co.,  36  W.  ^'n.  16."»:  .'^2  Am.  St.  Rep.  842;  Tetherow 
V.  Kailroad  Co..  OS  y\o.  74:  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  617. 

i»7The  Amethyst,  Davies.  20;  2  X.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  312. 

298  Castle  V.  Duryea.  32  Barb.  480. 
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able  casualty .^^  Ordinary  care  or  common  prudence  is  such 
a  degree  of  care  and  caution  as  will  be  in  due  proportion  to  tlie 
injury  or  damage  to  be  avoided.®^  Thus,  the  question  of 
negUgence  must  depend  upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  it  is 
not  an  abstract  question  of  law.^^  Hence  it  will  not  be  neces- 
sary in  a  complaint  to  aver  the  degrees  of  negligence  in  each 
case,  as  they  are  matters  of  proof  to  be  decided  from  the  facts 
stated.^^  Negligence  implies  gross  as  well  as  ordinary  negli- 
gence; and  a  general  averment  of  negligence  is  all  that  is  re- 
quired.** If  an  employment  requires  skill,  failure  to  exert  it 
is  culpable  negligence,  for  which  an  action  lies.*^  The  negli- 
gence for  which  a  recovery  is  sought  must  be  alleged  in  the 
complaint**  And  it  is  held  in  some  jurisdictions  that  the 
plaintiff  must  state  the  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  action. 
He  must  allege  in  his  complaint  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the  de- 
fendant upon  which  he  bases  his  right  to  recovery,  and  show 
that  they  occurred  through  or  by  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant. A  general  allegation  of  negligence  is  held  not  to  charge 
anY  fact.** 

In  New  York,  in  an  action  for  damages  caused  by  negligence, 
jt  must  appear  that  the  plaintiff's  acts  or  omissions  did  not  con- 

tribnte  in  any  degree  to  the  result.*^    The  rule  that,  where  the 

t 

2»1  T.  R.  27;  Hodgson  v.  Dexter,  1  Cranch  O.  O.  109;  The  Lotty. 
Ole.  328. 

«»  Enwt  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Ca,  35  N.  Y.  9;  90  Am.  Dec.  761. 

»i  Baxter  v.  Second  Ave  R.  R.  Co..  30  How.  Pr.  219;  WeUing  v. 
Judge,  40  Barb.  193. 

«K  Xolton  V.  Western  R.  R.  Oo.,  15  N.  Y.  444;  69  Am.  Dec.  623; 
35  Barb.  389. 

anoidfield  v.  N.  Y.  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Ck>.,  14  N.  Y.  310;  House  v. 
M«rer,  100  Gal.  592. 

»« The  New  World  v.  King.  16  How.  (U.  S.)  4C9.  In  which  case 
the  theory  of  the  three  degrees  of  negligence  Is  examined.  As  to 
what  constitutes  negligence,  see,  also.  Needham  v.  8.  F.  &  S.  J. 
R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  409;  Schierhold  v.  N.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.,  40  id. 
447:  Karr  v.  Parks,  id.  188;  McOoy  v.  Cal.  Pac.  R.  R.  Co..  id. 
532;  6  Am.  Rep.  623. 

3«Ro«ewam  v.  Washington,  etc.,  Mln.  Co..  84  Cal.  219. 

3^  Woodward  v.  Oregon,  etc.,  Nav.  Co..  18  Oreg.  289;  McPherson 
T.  Pacific  Bridge  Co..  20  id.  486;  and  see  Current  v.  Railroad  Co., 
»i  Mo.  62;  Jones  v.  White,  90  Ind.  2^5;  Railway  Co.  v.  Wynant, 
UfTi  id.  160;  Smith  v.  Buttner,  90  Cal.  95. 

J»7  Wilds  V.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  430;  24  How.  Pr. 
97:  Gonisch  v.  Crce.  8  Com.  Bench  (N.  S.)  572,  598:  Dclafield  v. 
rnlon  Ferry  Co.,  10  Bosw.  216;  Chisholm  v.  State,  141  N.  Y.  246; 
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injury  has  been  caused  by  the  negligence  ol  the  party  injured^ 
he  has  no  redress^  has  been  commented  on  and  quaUfied  in 
California;*'^**  where  it  is  also  held  that  the  negligence  whicli 
disables  a  plaintiff  from  recovering  must  be  a  negligence  which 
directly  or  by  natural  consequence  conduces  to  the  injury.  It 
must  have  been  the  proximate  cause^  that  is^  negligence  at  the 
time  the  injury  happened.^^ 

It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  in  an  action  for 
damages  to  either  person  or  property  that  the  plaintiff  is  with- 
out fault,^*®  as  it  may  fairly  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff 
exercised  usual  care  for  his  own  safety.^*^  The  right  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  to  the  person  depends  upon  two  concur- 
ring facts:  1.  The  party  claimed  to  have  done  the  injury  must 
be  chargeable  with  some  degree  of  negligence,  if  a  natural  per- 
son; if  a  corporation,  with  some  degree  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  its  servants  or  agents;  2.  The  party  injured  must  have 
been  entirely  free  from  any  degree  of  negligence  which  con- 
tributed proximately  to  the  injury.*^^  Where  negligence  con- 
sists in  the  omission  of  a  duty,  the  facts  relied  on  as  implying 
that  duty  must  be  alleged.^^^  The  allegation  that  the  injur}' 
continued  to  be  done  from  time  to  time,  from  the  date  of  th^ 
wrongful  act  until  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  claiming 
special  damages  as  a  matter  of  aggravation,  need  not  state  the 
time  or  times  when  the  damages  were  sustained,  as  the  legal 

Francisco  v.  Railroad  Co.,  78  Hun,  13;  Weston  v.  City  of  Troy.  139 
N.  Y.  281. 
308  Richmond  v.  Sacramento  Val.  R  R.  Co..  18  Cal.  351. 

809  Kline  V.  Central  Pac.  R.  R  Co.,  37  Cal.  400;  99  Am.  Dec.  2S2: 
Needham  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  409;  Flynn  v.  Same.  40 
id.  14;  6  Am.  Rep.  595;  Maumus  v.  Champion,  40  Cal.  121;  Heame 
V.  Southern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  id.  482. 

810  Wolfe  V.  Supervisors  of  Richmond,  11  Abb.  Pr.  270;  19  How. 
Pr.  870;  Johnson  v.  Improvement  Co.,  13  Wash.  St.  455;  Melbado 
V.  Transp.  Co.,  27  Hun,  99;  Cooghtry  v.  Railroad  Co.,  21  Oreg.  245; 
Johnston  v.  Railroad  Co.,  23  id.  94;  Durgin  v.  NeaJ,  82  Cal.  595. 
Otherwise  in  Indiana.  Braunen  v.  Road  Co.,  115  Ind.  115;  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  411;  and  Oklahoma.  Guthrie  v.  Nix,  3  Okl.  136. 

311  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  65;  75  Am.  Dec. 
375. 

312  See  cases  cited  above. 

313  City  of  Buffalo  v.  HoUoway,  7  N.  Y.  493;  57  Am.  Dec.  550; 
Taylor  v.  Atlantic  Mutual  Ins.  Co..  2  Bosw.  106;  Congrreve  v. 
Morgan,  4  Duer,  439;  Seymour  v.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  326;  S.  C, 
71  Eng.  Com.  L.  R.  326;  and  see  McGinity  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  6  Duer. 
674;  Gregory  v.  Oaksmith,  12  How.  Pr.  134. 
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tflect  of  the  allegation  is  that  they  were  sustained  when  the 
wrongful  act  was  committed,  and  on  divers  days  between  that 
time  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit.^" 

{  328.  Jadgments,  how  pleaded.  In  pleading  a  judgment, 
and  especially  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction,  but  such  judg- 
ment may  be  stated  to  have  been  duly  given  or  made,  and  if 
controverted,  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  must  be  estab- 
lished on  the  trial.*^*^  In  California,  under  the  section  cited 
below,  this  rule,  applies  to  all  judgments  or  other  determina- 
tions of  a  court,  oflScer,  or  board.  It  was  formerly  held  that  in 
pleading  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  it  is 
necessary  to  set  forth  the  facts  which  give  jurisdiction,®^®  as  the 
law  presumes  nothing  in  favor  of  their  jurisdiction.®*'^  The 
decisions  in  New  York  seem  to  bear  the  other  way  on  this  point, 
and  would  appear  to  conform  more  nearly  to  the  language  of 
the  statute  than  the  early  California  decisions.  There,  it  seems, 
it  is  no  longer  necessary  to  state  the  facts  conferring  jurisdic- 
tion on  a  court  or  officer  of  limited  jurisdiction.®**  If  it  be 
denied,  jurisdiction  and  all  jurisdictional  facts  must  be  proved.®*^ 
So  held  in  pleading  an  insolvent  discharge.®^ 

In  pleading  a  judgment,  the  precise  words  of  the  record  need 
not  be  observed,  and  surplusage  or  immaterial  omissions  in 
matters  of  substance,  in  such  pleas,  are  attended  with  no  other 
consequences  than  in  other  cases.     But  in  matters  of  descrip- 

»"MeC<mnel  v.  Klbbe.  33  111.  175.  Damages  only  which  are  not 
the  necessary  result  of  the  injury  must  be  specially  pleaded.  The 
future  and  permanent  eflPect  of  injuries  necessarily  resulting  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  need  not  be  specially 
alleeed  in  order  to  warrant  a  recovery  therefor,  but  are  recoverable 
under  the  general  ad  damnum  clause.  Treadwell  v.  Whittier,  80 
<^al.  574;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  175. 

«5  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  456;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  532;  Nevada 
^'ode,  S  59:  Idaho,  §  59;  Arizona,  §  59;  Oregon*  §  85;  Low  v. 
Burrows.  12  Cal.  181;  Hanscom  v.  Tower,  17  id.  518;  Hunt  v. 
Imtcher,  13  How.  Pr.  538:  Choquette  v.  Artet,  60  Oal.  594;  Edwards 
r.  Hellings,  99  id.  214. 

«*5  Smith  V.  Andrews.  9  Cal.  a'S2. 

31T  Swain  v.  Chase.  12  Cal.  283;  Rowley  v.  Howard,  23  id.  403; 
McDonald  v.  Katz,  31  id.  169;  but  see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  456. 

3i«5  Wlieeler  v.  Dakin.  12  How.  Pr.  542. 

*i»Id.:  see  Wise  v.  Loring,  54  Mo.  App.  2.^9. 

2»)  Livingston  v.  Oaksmith,  13  Abb.  Pr.  133;  Carter  vi  Koezley, 
14  id.  147;  per  contra^  McDonald  v.  Katz.  31  Cal.  169. 
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tibn,  the  record  produced  must  conform  strictly  to  the  plea.^-' 
But  this  section  does  not  refer  to  foreign  judgments,  and  a 
general  averment  of  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  tribunal  is  not 
sufiicient;^^  and,  therefore,  facts  showing  jurisdiction,  both  of 
person  and  subject-matter,  must  be  stated.^®  But  in  California, 
where  the  transcript  of  the  judgment  shows  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  on  its  face,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  jurisdiction.*^* 
A  judgment  of  the  Probate  Court  may  be  pleaded  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  the  statute.^^ 

§  820.  Statutes,  how  pleaded.  Pleading  a  statute  is  merely 
stating  the  facts  which  bring  a  case  within  it,  without  making 
mention  or  taking  any  notice  of  the  statute  itself.  Counting 
upon  a  statute  consists  in  making  express  reference  to  it,  as  by 
the  words,  "  against  the  form  of  the  statute,"  or  "  by  force  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided/'  Reciting  a  statute 
is  quoting  or  stating  its  contents,  and  either  form  may  he 
adopted  by  the  pleader.^^  In  pleading  a  private  statute,  or 
right  derived  therefrom,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  such 
statute  by  its  title  and  the  day  of  its  passage,  for  the  court  to 
take  judicial  notice  thereof.^^  An  averment  that  the  statute 
was  passed  is  sufficient.^^ 

821  Whltaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine,  209;  compare  Riddle  v.  Potter. 
1  Oraneh  C.  C.  288. 

322  HoUister  v.  HoUIster,  10  How.  Pr.  538;  citing  Barnes  t. 
Harris,  3  Barb.  603;  Ayres  v.  Covill,  18  Id.  260;  Bemet  v.  Wlsoer. 
1  N.  Y.  Code  R.  (N.  S.)  143. 

328  McLaughlin  v.  Nichols,  13  Abb.  Pr.  244.  But  in  Halsted  v. 
Black,  17  Abb.  227,  the  contrary  Is  held.  Compare  De  Nobele  v. 
Lee,  61  How.  Pr.  272.  Sufficiency  of  complaint  in  an  action  upon  a 
Canadian  Judgment.  See  Wright  v.  Chapln,  74  Hun,  521;  S.  C, 
31  Abb.  N.  O.  137. 

824  Low  V.  Burrows,  12  Cal.  181;  Bronzan  v.  Drobaz,  93  id.  647. 
In  an  action  upon  a  judgment  the  complaint  must  show  tbat  a 
final  Judgment  was  recovered,  and  an  allegation  that  in  the  prior 
action  the  court  "  adjudged  "  that  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  sum  of  money,  without  the  use  of  the  word 
"Judgment,"  is  Insufficient  to  show  a  cause  of  action.  Edwards 
V.  HelUngs,  99  Cal.  214;  and  see  Weller  v.  Dickinson.  98  id.  108. 

825  Beans  v.  Emanuelll,  36  Cal.  117. 

826  Gould's  PI.  46,  note. 

827  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  459;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  530;  Idaho. 
S  61;  Nevada,  §  61;  Arizona,  §  61;  Oregon,  §  87;  1  Van  Santr.  270; 
5  Sandf.  153. 

828  Wolfe  V.  Supervisors  of  Richmond,  11  Abb.  Pr.  270. 
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In  pleading  an  act  of  the  legislature,  the  title,  being  no  part 
of  an  act,  need  not  be  recited;*^  but  where  a  party  refers  toi  an 
act  merely  by  the  title,  he  thereby  makes  the  title  material,  and 
must  recite  it  correctly.^®  But  when  a  pleader  wishes  to  avail 
himself  of  a  statutory  privilege  or  right  given  by  particular 
facts  he  must  show  the  facts;  and  those  facts  which  the  statute 
requires  as  the  foundation  of  the  action  must  be  stated  in  the 
complaint.'^*  It  is  safest  to  adopt  and  follow  the  very  words  of 
the  law;^^  as  the  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  law,  though 
the  statute  may  be  referred  to  in  some  cases  to  avoid  ambiguity 
and  create  a  certainty  as  to  the  relief  demanded,  as  where  the 
plaintiff  has  his  election  to  sue  for  a  penalty  given  by  a  statute, 
or  to  bring  his  action  simply  for  the  debt.^^ 

With  reference  to  ^cts  regulated  by  the  provisions  of  a  stat- 
ute, as  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  suflBcient  to  use  such 
certainty  of  allegation  as  was  suflBcient  before  the  statute.  So, 
on  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  or  default  of  another,  it  is 
not  necessary  in  the  complaint  to  aver  that  the  promise  was  in 
writing;***  or  in  an  action  on  a  contract  relating  to  real  estate.*^ 

If  a  statute  should  contain  exceptions  in  the  enacting  clause,  ^ 
the  plaintiff  must  clearly  show  that  the  defendant  is  not  within 
the  exception;*^  unless  it  be  matter  of  defense,  in  which  case 

»  Eckert  v.  Head,  1  Mo.  593. 

»oid. 

» Dye  v.  Dye,  11  Cal.  163;  Denver,  etc..  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  DeOraff, 
2  Col.  App.  42;  but  see  Gimmy  v.  Doane,  22  Cal.  638,  where  the 
application  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  Dye  v.  Dye  Is  doubted.  In 
Himmelman  v.  Danes,  35  Gal.  448,  the  distinction  is  drawn  between 
pleading  the  performance  of  conditions  precedent  under  a  contract 
and  conditions  prescribed  by  a  statute,  holding  that  the  latter  must 
be  alleged  specially.  See,  alsov  Yertore  v.  Wiswall,  16  How.  Pr. 
8:  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  508;  Drowne  v.  Stimpson,  2  Mass. 
444;  8oper  v.  Harvard  College,  1  Pick.  178;  Austin  v.  Goodrich,  49 
N.Y.  286. 

2ttFord  V.  Babcock,  2  Sandf.  523;  Thomas  v.  People,  19  Wend. 
480;  Cole  v.  Jeasup,  10  How.  Pr.  515;  overruling  Fowler  v.  Hunt, 
10  Johns.  464. 

w  City  of  Utica  v.  Richardson,  6  Hill,  300. 

»*  Wakefield  v.  Greenhood,  29  Cal.  597;  Stem  v.  Drinker,  2  B.  D. 
Smith,  406;  HiUiard  v.  Austin.  17  Barb.  141;  Etling  v.  Vanderlyn, 
4  Johns.  237. 

w  Livingston  v.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr.  492;  Reynolds  v.  Dunkirk 
H.  R.  Co..  17  Barb.  617;  Ohamplin  v.  Parish,  11  Paige.  408. 

«•!  T.  R.  144;  6  id.  559;  1  East,  646;  2  Chit.  522;  Bennett  v. 
Hiird,  3  Johns.  488;  Teel  v.  Fonda,  4  id.  804;  Hart  v.  Cleis,  8  id.  41; 
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the  burden  of  proof  being  on  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  need 
not  allege  it  in  the  complaint,  as  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege 
anything  in  anticipation.^^  Numerous  violations  of  the  same 
subdivision  of  a  section  of  a  statute  may  be  alleged  in  one 
count ;^^  but  separate  counts  must  be  used  for  yiolations  of 
separate  subdivisions.^® 

In  penal  actions  founded  on  statutes,  facts  constituting  the 
offense  must  be  set  out,  and  it  must  be  stated  as  a  substantive 
allegation  that  the  offense  was  committed  against  the  form  of 
the  statute.^^  As  a  general  rule,  a  scienter  need  not  be 
averred.^^  In  remedial  actions  founded  on  statutes,  such  aver- 
ments must  be  made  as  are  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  statute,^*^  as  remedies  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
must  be  strictly  pursued.^*^ 

§  330.  Foreign  statutes,  how  pleaded.  Where  the  plaintiff 
relies  on  the  statute  laws  of  another  state,  he  must  aver  those 
laws  in  his  pleadings  in  the  same  manner  as  other  facts.^^ 
Thus,  to  plead  that  a  contract  is  void  by  foreign  usury  laws,  the 
laws  should  be  stated:  and  the  facts  which  render  the  contract 

Sheldon  v.  Clark,  1  Id.  513;  Burr  v.  Van  Buskirk.  3  Cow.  263;  Foster 
V.  Hazen,  12  Barb.  547;  First  Baptist  Church  v.  Utlca  &  Schenec- 
tady R.  R.  Co.,  G  id.  313;  Williams  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  North 
America,  9  How.  Pr.  365;  Harris  v.  White,  81  N.  Y.  532;  BurneU  v. 
Markley,  23  Oreg.  436;  see  Rowell  v.  Janvrin,  151  N.  Y.  60. 

337Canfield  v.  Tobias,  21  Cal.  349;  Radcliffe  v.  Rowley,  2  Barb. 
Ch.  23;  Bell  v.  Wallace,  81  Ala.  422. 

338  Long  worthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  115;  People  v.  McFadden, 
13  Wend.  396;  Gaffney  v.  ColvUl,  6  Hill,  567. 

339  See  cases  cited  in  last  note. 

340  Levy  v.  Gowdey,  2  Allen.  321;  Peabody  v.  Hajrt  10  Mass.  36; 
Nichols  V.  Squire,  5  Pick.  168;  Haskell  v.  Moody,  9  id.  162;  Reed  v. 
Northfield,  13  id.  99. 

341  Bayard  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.  88;  Gaffney  v.  Oolvill,  6  Hill,  567. 

342  Reed  V.  Northfield,  13  tMck.  94;  Worster  v.  Canal  Bridge,  16 
id.  541;  Read  v.  Chelmsford,  id.  128;  Mitchell  v.  Clapp,  12  Cush. 
278. 

343  Steel  V.  Steel,  1  Nev.  27. 

344  Throop  V.  Hatch,  3  Abb.  Pr.  25;  Phinney  v.  Phinney,  17  How. 
Pi*.  197:  Tliatcher  v.  Morris,  11  N.  Y.  437;  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  1 
Selfl.  447:  Hutchison  v.  Patrick,  3  Mo.  65;  Ruse  v.  Mutual  Benefit 
Ins.  Co..  2.^  N.  Y.  .'»16:  Bean  v.  Bripr?:s,  4  Iowa,  404:  Walker  v.  Max- 
well. 1  Mass.  104;  Balfour  v.  Davis.  14  Orep.  46;  National  Bank  v. 
Lanff,  2  N.  Dak.  66:  Williams  v.  Finlay,  40  Ohio  St.  342;  aad 
Andrews  v.  Herrlott.  4  Cow.  510,  note. 
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void  according  to  them  should  be  alleged.'^  And  the  same 
rule  applies  to  municipal  laws  and  ordinances.*^  To  show  due 
diligence  in  suing  on.  a  foreign  debt,  the  laws  of  such  state 
rc^'ulating  the  contracts  must  be  averred.^^  Pleading  foreign 
statutes  by  their  titles  and  dates,  or  statement  of  their  general 
provisions  and  requirements,  is  insuflBcient.**®  But  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  no  averment  need  be  made  in 
pleading,  in  respect  to  the  laws  of  the  several  states,  which 
would  not  be  necessary  within  the  respective  states.*** 

I  331.  statutes  of  limitations,  how  pleaded.  Facts  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  must  be  specially  set 
out  in  the  complaint. ^*^  A  failure  to  plead  it  is  a  waiver  of 
the  same.^*  For  if  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that 
the  claim  is  barred,  and  no  facts  are  alleged  taking  the  demand 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  complaint  is  defective, 
and  demurrer  lies.^^  So,  if  fraud  be  alleged  as  committed 
more  than  three  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
that  period  being  the  limitation  prescribed  by  our  statute,  the 
plaintiff  must  allege  discovery  at  a  period  bringing  him  within 
the  exception.     It  is  not,  however,  in  general,  necessary  for 

^  Curtis  V.  Masten,  11  Paige,  15;'  Dunham  v.  HoUoway,  3  Okl. 
244. 

^Barter  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  17  Wend.  199;  People  v.  Mayor 
of  New  York,  7  How.  Pr.  81;  Richter  v.  Harper,  95  Mich.  221. 

**7Mendenhan  v.  Gately,  18  Ind.  149. 

^Throop  V.  Hatch.  3  Abb.  Pr.  23;  Phinney  v.  Phinney,  17  How. 

I*r.  197:  Carey  v.  Cincinnati,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.,  5  Clarke  (Iowa),  357. 

^t  is  the  safer  practice,  in  pleading  the  statute  of  another  state, 

to  set  out  a  copy  thereof  in  the  pleading,  though  it  has  been  held 

soffident.  as  against  a  general  demurrer,  to  allege  the  substance  of 

the  statute.    Minneapolis  Harvester  Works  v.  Smith,  04  N.  W.  Rep. 
973. 

^Pennington  v.  Gibson,  16  How.  (U.  8.)  65.  General  acts  of 
Compress  need  not  be  specially  pleaded.  Murray  v.  City  of  Butte, 
7  >font.  61. 

^owormonth  v.  Hatch,  33  Cal.  121.  When  a  defendant  pleads 
the  .Statute  of  Limitations,  matters  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies 
to  relieve  him  from  the  bar  of  the  statute  are  deemed  to  have  been 
pleaded  In  reply  to  the  answer.     Fox  v.  Tay.  89  Cal.  339. 

•^'1  People  V.  Broadway  Wharf  Co.,  31  Cal.  33. 

»2  Smith  T.  Richmond,  19  Cal.  476;  Chabot  v.  Tucker,  39  id.  484; 
CurtiRg  V.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  90  id.  ^5;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  114;  Kraner 
^.  Halsey,  82  Cal.  209;  Davis  v.  Davis.  20  Greg.  78;  Douglas  v, 
Corry.  46  Ohio  St.  349;  Pleasant  v.  Snrauels.  114  Cal.  34. 
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plaintiff  to  allege  in  his  complaint  any  facts  or  circumstances 
to  avoid  or  anticipate  the  defense  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
unless  the  cause  of  action  appear,  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, to  be  barred.  Where  triple  damages  are  given  by  a 
statute,  it  must  be  expressly  inserted  in  the  complaint,  which 
must  either  recite  the  statute  or  conclude  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  against  the  form  of  the  statute;  as  in  actions  for 
waste.*^  Where  there  are  separate  statutes,  giving  a  different 
measure  of  damages  for  the  same  wrongs,  it  has  been  held  that 
the  plaintff  must  elect  upon  which  he  will  rely.*** 

§  332.  Third  subdivision  —  demand  for  relief.  The  third 
subdivision  of  section  426  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure prescribes  that  the  complaint  shall  contain  a  demand 
for  the  relief  which  the  plaintiff  claims.  This  is  the  most 
important  subdivision  of  the  section,  as  the  relief  granted  to 
the  plaintiff,  if  there  be  no  answer,  shall  not  exceed  that  de- 
manded in  the  complaint.**  But  in  any  other  case  than  a 
default  of  the  defendant,  as  where  issue  is  joined,  the  court  may 
grant  any  relief  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint 
and  embraced  within  the  issue  ;*^  so  that  where  there  is  an 
answer  to  the  complaint,  the  prayer  for  relief  becomes  im- 
material.**^    So  held  in  mandamus  and  quo  warranio,^^ 

The  theory  of  the  Code  seems  to  require  the  plaintiff  spe- 
cifically to  demand  the  relief  to  which  he  supposes  himself 

3B3Ghipman  v.  Emeric,  5  Cal.  239;  see,  also,  Rees  v.  Bmerick,  6 
Serg.  &  R,  288;  Newcomb  v.  Butterfield,  8  Johns.  342;  Livin^ton 
V.  Platner,  1  Cow.  176;  Benton,  v.  Dale,  id.  160. 

aw  Sipperly  v.  Troy  &  Boston  R.  R,  Co.,  9  How.  Pr.  83. 

swCal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  580;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  i  1207 ;  and 
Codes  of  Nevada,  Idaho,  Arizona,  etc.;  Raun  v.  Reynolds,  11  Cal. 
19;  Gage  v.  Rogers.  20  id.  91;  Lattimer  v.  Ryan,  id.  628;  Lamping 
V.  Hyatt,  27  id.  102;  Gautler  y.  English,  29  id.  165;  Parrott  v.  Den. 
34  id.  81;  Simonson  v.  Blake,  12  Abb.  Pr.  331;  20  How.  Pr.  484; 
Walton  V.  Walton,  32  Barb.  203;  Bond  v.  Pacheco,  30  CaL  531,  where 
it  is  held  that  a  Judgment  rendered  for  a  sum  greater  than  that 
demanded  in  the  prayer  is  not  void,  but  erroneocis.  See,  also, 
Andrews  v,  Monilaws,  8  Hun,  65. 

856  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  580;  Savings  &  Loan  Society  v.  Thomp- 
son, 32  Cal.  347. 

857  See  cases  last  cited;  Marquat  v.  Marquat,  12  N.  Y.  336;  Jc^naon 
V.  Pcrfihemis,  99  Cal.  240;  Andrews  v.  Carlile,  20  Col.  370;  Becker  t. 
Pugh,  9  fd.  589;  Bell  v.  Merrifield,  109  N.  Y.  202;  Dennison  ▼. 
man  105  Cal.  447. 

358  People  V.  Board  of  Supervisors,  27  Cal.  656. 
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entitled.^*  But  where  a  party  asks  for  a  specific  relief,  or  for 
Buch  other  or  further  order  as  may  be  just,  the  court  may  afford 
any  relief  compatible  with  the  facts  of  the  case  preseuted.^*^ , 
And  if  specific  relief  can  not  be  granted,  such  relief  as  the 
case  authorizes  may  be  had  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief .^*^ 
Thus,  under  the  general  prayer,  the  court  may  allow  a  deed  to 
be  refonned  by  inserting  in  it  a  power  of  revocation.^^  It  is, 
however,  improper  to  include  counsel  fees  and  amount  paid  for 
taxes  in  the  judgment,  if  not  asked  for  in  the  prayer  for  re- 
li^f  sej  rpQ  entitle  plaintiff  to  relief  in  equity,  it  must  be  shown 
that  he  is  without  remedy  at  law.^*** 

The  prayer  of  a  complaint  may  seek  both  legal  and  equitable 
relief  where  the  matter  arises  out  of  the  same  transaction.***^ 
But  they  must  be  separately  stated  in  the  complaint.**  And 
the  grounds  of  equitable  interposition  should  be  stated  subse- 
quently to  and  distinct  from  those  upon  which  the  judgment  at 

^  L'AnKMreaux  v.  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Oo.,  3  Duer,  680;  MUls  v. 
Thursby.  2  Abb.  Pr.  432.  The  effect  of  the  prayer  of  the  complaint 
i>  disousfled  and  qualified  in  Savings  &  Loan  Society  v.  Thompson, 
32  Cal.  347;  Conger  v.  Gilmer,  34  id.  77;  Lane  v.  Gluckauff,  28  id. 
289;  Cassacia  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  28  id.  628;  McComb  v.  Reed,  Id. 
289;  87  Am.  Dec.  121;  N.  Q  &  S.  a  Ca  v:  Kidd.  37  Gal.  301;  Van  Dyke 
V.  Jackson.  1  E.  D.  Smith,  419;  Jones  v.  Butler,  30  Barb.  641;  20 
How.  Pr.  189;  Emery  v.  Pease,  20  N.  Y.  62;  Marquat  v.  Marquat, 
12  id.  336;  reversing  8.  C.,  7  How.  Pr.  417. 

»>  People  ▼.  Turner,  1  Cal.  152;  Gillett  v.  Clark,  6  Mont.  190; 
Cnmmings  v.  Cnmmings,  75  Oal.  434;  Nevin  v.  Mining  Co.,  10 
Col.  357;  Kleinschmidt  ▼.  Steele,  15  Mont  181. 

*>  People  V.  Turner,  1  Cal.  152;  Tniebody  v.  Jacobson,  2  id.  269; 
RoUiM  ▼.  Forbes,  10  id.  299;  Hemson  v.  Decker,  29  How.  Pr.  385; 
•ee  Ross  v.  Purse,  17  Ool.  24;  Dykers  v.  Townsend,  24  N.  Y.  62. 

•«  Grafton  v.  Remsen,  16  How.  Pr.  32. 

'ujanson  v.  Smith,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct,  January  Term,  1866,  not 
reported. 

•♦Lnpton  V.  Lupton,  3  Cal.  120;  Parker  v.  Woolen  Co.,  2  Black 
<r.  8.),  545.  What  averments  on  the  face  of  a  bill  in  equity  entitle 
plaintiff  to  relief,  see  Griffing  v.  Glbb,  2  Black  (U.  S.),  519. 

w  Gates  v.  Kieff,  7  Cal.  125;  Marius  v.  BickneU,  10  id.  224;  Weaver 
V.  Conger,  id.  237;  RoUins  v.  Forbes,  id.  300;  Hill  v.  Taylor.  22  id. 
191:  Eastman  v.  Turman,  21  id.  382;  Gray  v.  Dougherty,  25  id.  266: 
More  V.  Massini,  32  id.  595,  596;  Palen  v.  Bushnell,  46  Barb.  24. 

»« Gates  V.  Kieff.  7  Oal.  124;  Getty  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.' Co.. 
6  How.  Pr.  269;  New  York  Ice  Co.  v.  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  357; 
21  How.  Pr.  296:  Lamport  v.  Abbott,  12  id.  340.  Where  both  legal 
And  equitable  relief  are  sought  In  the  same  pleading,  but  the  right 
to  BDch  relief  is  based  upon  the  same  facts,  a  demurrer  upon  the 
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law  is  sought.*®^  ITius  a  prayer  for  an  injunction  is  proper  in 
an  action  of  trespass.^^  Or  where  suit  is  brought  to  test  the 
priority  of  the  appropriation  of  water.^®®  Or  on  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage  to  restrain  waste  during  the  period  of  redemption.*^® 
But  a  prayer  can  not  include  a  demand  for  two  kinds  of  relief 
inconsistent  with  eaoh  other,  as  for  redelivery  of  and  damages 
for  the  detention  and  conversion  of  personal  property .'^^  Or 
for  general  relief  and  for  judgment  in  a  specified  sum  for  a 
money  demand  on  a  contract.^^  But  such  prayer  will  not  be 
struck  out.*^®  And  the  court  will  not  resort  to  rules  of  con- 
struction to  determine  the  species  of  relief  demanded.*^*  But, 
although  the  prayer  be  inartificially  framed,  the  court  will  grant 
relief.*''^  Under  the  liberal  rules  of  our  Code  the  complaint 
must  be  taken  as  a  whole,  and  mere  failure  to  make  the  prayer 
conform  to  the  causes  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint  \iali 
not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  obtaining  the  relief  which  the 
complaint  seeks,  but  which  the  prayer  omits.  A  party  can 
not  state  one  set  of  facts  in  his  complaint,  pray  for  the  relief 
which  those  facts  would  authorize,  and  get  judgment  upon 
another  set  of  facts.**^® 

In  general,  a  demand  for  judgment  in  the  alternative  is  im- 

ground  that  several  causes  of  action  are  improperly  Joined  and 
that  they  are  not  separately  stated  can  not  be  sustained.  San 
Diego  Water  Co.  v.  Flume  Oo.,  108  Oal.  549. 

367  Natoma  Water  &  Mining  Co.  v.  Clarkin,  14  Cal.  544. 

368  Gates  V.  Kieff.  7  Cal.  125;  Hughes  v.  Dunlap,  91  id.  38R 
360  Marius  v.  Bicknell,  10  Cal.  217. 

370  Hill  V.  Taylor,  22  Cal.  191. 

871  Maxwell  v.  Famam,  7  How.  Pr.  236. 

872  Durant  v.  Gardner,  10  Abb.  Pr.  445. 
373  Hemson  v.  Decker,  29  How.  Pr.  385. 
874  Gates  V.  Kleflf,  7  Cal.  125. 

376  People  V.  Turner,  1  Cal.  152;  Truebody  v.  Jacobson,  2  id.  269; 
Stewart  v.  Hutchinson,  29  How.  Pr.  181. 

376  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  CampbeU,  2  Ool.  App.  271;  Northern  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Jordan,  87  Cal.  23;  Reed  v.  Norton,  99  id.  617.  The 
relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  against  any  one  of  the  de- 
fendants is  not  limited  by  his  prayer  for  relief  against  other 
defendants,  and  he  is  entitled  to  any  relief  justified  by  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  if  proved  or  admitted.  Tyler  v.  Mayre. 
95  Ckl,  160.  So  it  is  held  that  a  prayer  in  an  equity  action  which 
seeks  relief  inconsistent  with  the  theory  of  the  complaint  will  bo 
disregarded  as  immaterial  matter.  Arnold  v.  Sinclair,  11  Mont.  556; 
28  Am.  St.  Rep.  489. 
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proper.^  But  in  axjtions  for  equitable  relief,  the  complaijit 
may  be  framed  with  a  double  aspect  where  there  is  doubt  as  to 
the  particular  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.'^* 

There  is  no  rule  of  pleading  which  requires  a  party  to  aver 
the  precise  amount  he  claims;  but  he  may  recover  a  less  amount 
than  that  which  is  stated  in  the  complaint.®^*  And  where 
there  are  two  independent  counts  in  the  complaint,  each  com- 
plete within  itself,  and  concluding  with  a  prayer  for  relief,  and 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  one  count  only,  the  relief  will 
follow  the  prayer  of  that  count.'®®  Under  the  Colorado  Code, 
the  form  of  the  prayer  seems  to  be  immaterial  and  a  demurrer 
v^Hl  not  lie  to  the  whole  bill  on  account  of  a  specific  prayer.*®' 
And  where  an  answer  is  filed  and  the  action  is  coutested,  the 
plaintiff  may,  where  the  evidence  justifies  it,  recover  judgment 
for  a  larger  amount  than  that  prayed  for  in  the  complaint.®®^ 
It  has  been  held,  however,  that  if  a  specific  sum  is  demanded, 
a  greater  amount  can  not  be  given  without  an  amendment  of 
the  complaint  in  that  respect.®®* 

sn  Maxwell  v.  Famam,  7  How.  Pr.  236;  Durant  v.  Gardner,  10 
Abb.  Pr.  445;  19  How.  Pr.  94;  see  Anderson  v.  Speers,  58  How.  Pr. 
68:  Mobile  Sav.  Bank  v.  Burke,  94  Ala.  125. 

»78  Young  V.  Edwards,  11  How.  Pr.  201;  Warwick  v.  Mayor  of 
New  York,  28  Barb.  210;  7  Abb.  Pr.  265;  People  v.  Mayor  of  New 
Tork.  28  Barb.  240;  8  Abb.  Pr.  7;  Wood  v.  Seely,  32  N.  Y.  105;  Lyke 
T.  Post,  65  How.  Pr.  298;  see  Wood  v.  Ray  bum,  18  Oreg.  3. 

^  Meek  v.  McClure,  49  CJal.  627. 

3M  N.  C.  &  S.  C.  Co.  V.  Kldd,  37  Cal.  283. 

Ml  Waterbury  v.  Fisher,  5  Col.  App.  262;  see,  also.  Riser  v.  Wal- 
ton, 78  Cal.  490. 

«  Oliio  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.  Hinds,  15  Ool.  173. 

*tt  Miles  T.  Walther,  3  Mo.  App.  96;  Burke  v.  Koch,  75  Gal.  356. 


FORMS  OF  OOMPLAINTS- 


SUBDIYISION  FIRST. 

BY  AND  AGAINflT  PARTICULAR  PERSONS,  INDIVIDUALLY, 
AND  IN  RBPRBSBNTATIVB  CHARACTER  AND  OPPIOIAL 
'  CAPACITY. 

CHAPTER  I. 


ASSIGNEES  AND  DEVISEES. 

1  888.  By  the  assignee  of  a  claim. 

Farm  No.  70. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action  accruing  to  the  plaintiff^s  assignor.] 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  said assigned  the  said  claim 

to  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

{  884.  What  choeea  in  action  are  assignable.  The  proyisions 
of  the  Codes  of  the  various  states  requiring  that  "every 
action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest/'^ except  as  otherwise  provided,  the  immediate  effect  of 
which  is  to  permit  the  assignee  of  a  thing  in  action  to  sue  in 
his  own  name,  raises  the  important  question.  What  things  in 
action  are  assignable?  At  common  law,  with  the  exception  of 
actions  on  negotiable  paper,  the  rule  was  well  settled  that  "  in 
ireneral,  the  action  upon  a  contract,  whether  express  or  implied, 
or  whether  by  parol  or  under  seal,  or  of  record,  must  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  party  in  whom  the  legal  interest  in  such 
contract  was  vested /'^  In  equity  a  different  rule  prevailed, 
which  permitted  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name.     The 

5  Spo  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  fi  367;  also,  §§  152,  153,  at^e. 

2  1  Chit.  PI.  2. 
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effect  of  the  provisions  of  the  Code  cited  above  is  to  extend  this 
equity  doctrine  to  all  cases  of  assignment^  but  not  to  render 
jiissignable  any  claims  or  demands  which  before  its  enactment 
were  miassignable.^  In  the  determination  of  this  question, 
therefore,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  settled  doctrines  of  the 
law  88  they  existed,  independent  of  any  changes  of  procedure 
made  by  the  Code.  As  a  general  proposition,  all  choses  in  ac* 
tion  which  survive  and  pass  to  the  personal  representatives  of 
a  decedent  are  assignable,  and  this  includes  not  only  causes  of 
action  which  arise  from  contract,  but  in  many  cases  those  which 
have  their  origin  in  torts  done  to  personal  or  real  property.  In 
general  all  causes  of  action  arising  from  the  breach  of  con- 
tract surviye,  and  are  consequently  assignable,  except  those 
which  are  purely  personal  in  their  nature,  and  the  fulfillment 
of  which  requires  the  continuance  of  the  relation  between  the 
original  contracting  parties.  As  illustrations  of  such  personal 
contracts  which  are  not  subject  to  assignment,  are  contracts 
proTiding  for  apprenticeship,^  contracts  for  marriage,^  and  con- 
tracts stipulating  for  the  performance  of  services  by  an  attorney 
or  medical  practitioner.*    So  when  an  artist  or  an  author  con- 

»  Hodgman  v.  Western  R.  Co..  7  How.  Pr.  492;  In  which  the  court 
said:  **  The  only  chanjire  made  by  the  Code  Is  to  transfer  with  the 
beneficial  interest  the  right  of  action  also  in  those  cases  where  be- 
fore the  court  would  recognize  and  protect  the  rights  of  the  as- 
sijmee.  No  new  right  of  action  is  created;  no  authority  is  given  to 
a.«s1^  a  right  of  action  not  before  assignable.*' 

<HaU  V.  Gardner,  1  Mass.  172;  Davis  v.  Cobum,  8  id.  209; 
Cochran's  ExY  v.  Davis.  5  Lltt.  118. 

»Stebhins  v.  Palmer.  1  Piclc.  71;  11  Am.  Dec.  146;  Smith  v.  Sher- 
man, 4  Cush.  408;  Lattimore  v.  Simmons.  13  Serg.  A  R.  183; 
Chamberlain  v.  Williamson,  2  Man.  &  Sel.  408;  1  Chit.  PI.  51;  Meech 
r.  Stoner,  19  N.  Y.  29;  Wade  v.  Kalbfleisch,  58  id.  282;  17  Am.  Rep. 

*«  Hilton  V.  Crooker.  30  Neb.  707;  Zabrisltle  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y. 
.^«3:  64  Am.  Dec.  551.  In  this  case  Denio,  J.,  said:  "  The  maxim 
of  the  common  law  is.  Actio  personalis  moritur  cum  persona-  This 
principle  was  not  originally  applied  to  causes  of  action  growing 
<Mit  of  the  breach  of  a  contract.  They  were  parcel  of  the  personal 
estate,  in  reference  to  which  the  administrator  or  executor  repre- 
sents thp  person  of  the  deceased,  and  Is  in  law  his  assignee.  But 
a*i  to  this  class  of  rights  of  action  late  cases  have  somewhat  quali- 
fied the  rule,  and  it  is  now  well  settled  that  an  executor  or  admin  is- 
trator  can  not  maintain  an  action  upon  an  express  or  implied 
promise  to  the  deceased,  where  the  damages  consist  entirely  of  the 
personal  sulferings  of  the  deceased,  whether  mental  or  corporoaU 
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tracts  to  paint  a  picture  or  write  a  book,  he  caa  not  assign  suck 
contract  so  far  as  to  authorize  its  performance  by  another.^ 
And  the  law  will  not,  as  a  general  rule,  permit  a  person  to 
assign  his  obligations  to  another.®  On  the  contrary  the  fol- 
lowing causes  of  action  have  been  held  assignable,  although 
upon  a  casual  examination  they  might  appear  to  fall  within  the 
class  of  personal  contracts  which  are  not  subject  to  transfer. 
Thus  a  contract  of  guaranty;®  the  right  of  a  borrower  to  recover 
back  ther  excessive  interest  upon  an  usurious  loan;^**  a  contract 
for  the  hiring  of  the  services  of  state  prison  convicts  ;^^  a  con- 
tract with  the  authorities  of  a  city  corporation  for  cleaning  the 
streets  during  a  certain  time  and  at  a  stipulated  price;^^  right  of 
an  oiRcer  to  his  fees,^*  and  the  right  of  a  widow  to  her  dower 
before  admeasurement,  may  all  be  assigned.^* 

Actions  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  of  marriage,  for  un8ljLillfuliies& 
of  medical  practitioners  contrary  to  their  implied  undertaking,  the 
imprisonment  of  a  party  on  account  of  the  neglect  of  his  attorney 
to  perform  his  professional  engagements^  fall  under  this  head,  being 
considered  as  virtually  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person.  *  ^  * 
If  it  be  true  that  the  executors  and  administrators  are  the  testator^s 
assignees,  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  they  take  whatever  of  a  personal 
nature  the  deceased  had  which  was  capable  of  assfgnment;  and 
thus  the  power  to  assign  and  to  transmit  to  the  personal  representa- 
tives are  convertible  propositions.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Any  interest  to  which 
the  personal  representatives  of  a  decedent  would  not  succeed  is  not 
the  subject  of  assignment  inter  vivos-** 

7  La  Rue  v.  Groezinger.  84  Cal.  281;  18  Am.  &t.  Rep.  179. 

8  Rappleye  v.  Racine  Seeder  Co.,  79  Iowa,  220. 
e  Small  V.  Sloan,  1  Bosw.  352. 
lOWheelock  v.  Lee,  64  N.  Y.  242. 

11  Homer  v.  Wood,  23  N.  Y.  350. 

12  Devlin  v.  Mayor,  63  N.  Y.  8.  In  discussing  the  right  of  a  con- 
tractor to  assign,  Allen,  J.,  said:  **  If  the  service  to  be  rendered  is 
not  necessarily  personal,  and  such  as  can  only,  and  with  due  regard 
to  the  interests  of  the  parties  and  the  rights  of  the  adverse  party, 
be  rendered  by  the  original  contractor,  and  the  latter  has  not  dis- 
qualified himself  from  performance."  the  contract  is  assignable. 

18  Piatt  V.  Stout  14  Abb.  Pr.  178;  Birkbeck  v.  Stalford,  id.  2S5. 
It  is  now  to  be  regarded  as  settled  law  that  the  unearned  fees  of 
a  public  oflicer  may  not  be  assigned.  Bowery  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wilson. 
T22  N.  Y.  478;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  507;  Bangs  v.  Dunn,  66  Cal.  72;  Field 
V.  Chipley,  79  Ky.  260;  42  Am.  Rep.  215. 

14  Strong  V.  Clem,  12  Ind.  37;  Pope  v.  Mead,  99  N.  Y.  201.  So 
an  attorney's  Hen  for  services  is  assignable.  Sibley  v.  Pike  County, 
31  Minn.  201;  so  of  a  perfected  mechanic's  lien.  McDonald  v. 
Kelley,  14  R.  I.  528;  Kinney  v.  Ore  Co.,  58  Minn.  455;  so  of  a  right 
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I  335.  AsBiguxnent  of  claims  aiising  from  torts.  In  deter- 
milling  what  causes  of  action  arising  from  torts  are  assignable, 
the  same  criterion  has  been  adopted  as  in  the  case  of  contracts. 
If  the  chum  is  one  which  would  survive  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  decedent^  it  is  assignable^  otherwise  nqt.  As 
a  general  rule  causes  of  action  arising  from  torts  were  not  as- 
signable at  common  law;  and  the  same  rule  prevailed  in  equity 
i&  to  merely  personal  injuries,  such  as  libel,  slander,  and  the 
like,  where  the  effect  of  the  injury  did  not  tend  to  diminish  the 
Talue  of  the  estate.  Such  personal  injuries  died  with  the  per- 
son, and  were  incapable  of  assignment.^'^  Statutes  have  been 
passed  in  most  of  the  states  which  increase  the  number  of  causes 
of  action  which  survive,  so  as  to  include  all  injuries  to  property 
by  which  its  value  has  been  diminished.^®  As  illustrations  of 
such  causes  of  action  which  survive,  and  are  consequently  as- 
signable, may  be  mentioned  claims  arising  from  the  negligent 
use  of  real  or  personal  property .^^     Or  for  the  conversion  of  the 

to  make  and  vend  a  certain  article  in  a  prescribed  territory.    Spence 
T.  Smitb,  101  N.  C.  234;  so  of  a  claim  for  damages  for  injury  to  a 
trademarlc.    Julian  v.  Hoosler  Drill  Co.,  78  Ind.  408;  so  of  a  per- 
fected boat  lien.    The  Victorian,  No.  2,  26  Oreg.  194;  46  Am.  St. 
Bep.  616;  and,  generally,  moneys  due,  or  to  become  due,  and  every 
demand  connected  with  a  right  of  property,  real  or  personal,  are 
anlgnable.    See  Truax  v.  Slater,  86  N.  Y.  630;  Stott  v.  Franey,  20 
Oreg.  410;  23  Am.  St  Rep.  132;  Brown  v.  School  District,  48  Kan. 
709;  Norton  v.  Whitehead,  84  Cal.  263;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  172;  Bacon 
▼.  Bonham.  33  N.  J.  Eq.  614;  Kerr  v.  Moore,  54  Miss.  286.     But 
the  mere  right  of  a  laborer  or  materialman  to  assert  and  create  a 
lien  under  the  Mechanics*  Lien  Law  is  a  personal  right,  and  can 
not  be  assigned.    Mills  v.  La  Verne  Land  Co.,  97  Cal.  254;  33  Am.  St. 
Bep.  168. 

» People  V.  Tioga,  19  Wend.  73;  Comegys  v.  Vane,  1  Pet.  209; 
Arerill  t.  Longfellow,  66  Me.  237;  Renfro  v.  Pryor,  25  Mo.  App. 
402;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Read,  78  Va.  185. 

MHoyt  V.  Thompson,  5  N.  Y.  320;  Halght  v.  Hayt.  19  id.  464; 
Byxbie  t.  Wood,  24  id.  607;  McMahon  y.  Allen,  35  id.  403;  Graves 
r.  Spiers.  58  Barb.  349;  Butler  v.  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  22  id. 
110;  Welre  t.  Davenpori,  11  Iowa,  49;  Tyson  v.  McGuineas,  25  Wis. 
656;  Smith  ▼.  Harris.  43  Mo.  562. 

"Pried  T.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  How.  Pr.  285;  Waldron 
r.  Willard,  17  N.  Y.  466;  Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  30  id.  594;  Merrick  v. 
Brainard,  38  Barb.  574;  Stanton  v.  Leland,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  88;  Fulton 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  t.  Baldwin,  37  N.  Y.  648;  Dininny  v.  Fay,  38  Barb. 
18;  Ajranlt  ▼*  Pacific  Bank,  6  Robt.  337. 
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latter.*®  Or  injuries  to  the  same.^*  Or  for  fraudulently  in- 
ducing one  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation.**  Or  for  fraud 
or  deceit  in  contracts  relating  to  the  sale  of  real  or  personal 
property.^  On  the  contrary,  causes  of  action  which  relate 
purely  to  the  person,  and  are  founded  on  injuries  done  to  the 
body  or  character,  do  not  survive,  and,  as  a  consequence,  are 
not  assignable.  As  illustrations  of  this  class  are  claims  for 
malicious  prosecution.^  Or  for  injuries  to  the  person,  caused 
by  the  neglect  of  a  common  carrier.^  Or  for  a  vendor's  lien 
for  the  purchase  price  of  land  sold.^  Nor  will  a  verdict  ren- 
dered in  such  an  action  change  the  nature  of  the  demand  so  as 
to  render  it  assignable,  although  after  judgment  the  same  may 
be  assigned  as  a  contract  of  record.^  If,  however,  after  judg- 
ment has  been  entered  upon  the  verdict,  and  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  has  been  made,  the  party  in  the  meantime  die,  judg- 
ment will  be  entered*  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  time  of,  the  ver- 
dict, so  as  to  prevent  the  action  from  abating.*^ 

18  Lazard  v.  Wheeler,  22  Cal.  139;  Tyson  v.  McGuineas,  25  Wis. 
656;  Smith  v.  Kennett,  18  Mo.  154;  McKee  v.  Judd,  12  N.  Y.  622; 
64  Am.  Dee.  515;  Richtmeyer  v.  Remsen,  38  N.  Y.  206. 

19  Rutherford  v.  Aiken.  3  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  60;  More  v.  Massinl,  32 
Cal.  590;  Haight  v.  Green,  19  id.  113;  Weire  v.  Davenport,  11  Iowa. 
49;  McArthur  v.  Green  Bay.  etc.,  Co.,  34  Wis.  139;  Butler  v.  New 
York  &  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Barb.  110;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Uenderson.  69 
Teno.  1;  Chouteau  v.  Bough  ton.  100  Mo.  406;  Shaw  v.  Lead  Co.. 
20  Blatchf.  417. 

20  Higgins  v.  Breen,  9  Mo.  497, 

21  Haight  v.  Hayt,  19  N.  Y.  464;  Byxbie  v.  Wood,  24  id.  607: 
(Jraves  v.  Spier,  58  Barb.  349;  Johnston  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  331;  Woodbury  v.  Deloes,  65  Barb.  501;  Grocers*  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Clark,  48  id.  20;  but  see  cofttra.  Zabriskie  v.  Smith.  13  N.  Y.  322; 
64  Am.  Dec.  551. 

22  Noonan  v.  Orton,  34  Wis.  259;  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  Cal.  173. 
In  Iowa,  a  right  of  action  for  a  personal  tort  may  be  sold  and  a.'^- 
signed  like  any  other  cause  of  action,  so  as  to  vest  in  the  assignoe 
u  right  of  action  in  his  own  name.  Vlmont  v.  Railway  Co..  CA 
Iowa,  513. 

2.^  Ho<lgman  v.  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  7  How.  Pr.  492:  Purple  v.  H. 
R.  R.  R,  Co.,  4  Duer,  74.  This  rule  has  been  changed  in  several  nf 
the  states  by  special  statutes,  which  give  a  right  of  action  under 
such  circumstances  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceaseii. 

24  Baum  V.  Grisby.  21  Cal.  172;  81  Am.  D(*c.  153;  Lewis  v.  Covil- 
land,  21  Cal.  78;  Williams  v.  Young,  id.  227;  Law  v.  Butler.  44  Minn. 
482:  Elder  v.  Jones,  85  111.  :i84. 

25  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  Cal.  173;  Crouch  v.  Gridley,  6  HUL 
250;  In  re  Charles,  14  East,  197:  Kellocg  v.  Schuyler,  2  Den.  73. 

26  Ryghtmyre  v.   Durham.   12  Wend.   245;   Turner   v.    Booker.   2 
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i  336.  Assigxunents,  how  made.  No  formality  in  the  man- 
ner of  assignment  is  n^sceBsary  to  invest  the  assignee  with  the 
right  to  bring  suit  in  his  own  name.  Any  act  amounting  to 
a  rightful  appibpriation  of  a  debt^  or  whereby  one  person's  in- 
terest in  a  chose  in  action  passes  to  another^  constitutes  an 
assignment.^  So,  where  an  order  is  given  for  a  valuable  con- 
flideration,  and  for  the  whole  amount  of  a  demand  against  the 
drawee,  though  worthless  as  a  bill,  it  operates  as  an  assignment 
of  the  debt  or  fund  against  which  it  is  drawn.  And  an  order 
drawn  by  a  creditor  on  his  debtor  for  a  portion  of  his  demand 
constitntes  an  assignment  of  the  debt  pro  tanto.^  In  Kentucky, 
however,  no  title  passes  by  a  partial  assignment."^  While  in 
Indiana  (the  Code  of  which  state  requires  that  in  an  action  by 
an  assignee,  founded  on  a  nonnegotiable  instrument,  the  as- 
signor shall  be  joined),  the  assignee  of  part  of  a  judgment  was 
united  with  the  assignor;^*  and  the  same  was  permitted  in  the 
case  of  the  assignee  of  one  of  two  payees  of  a  promissory  note."^ 
Upon  the  same  principle,  the  assignment  by  a  creditor  to  his 
debtor  of  part  of  his  demand  constitutes  a  payment  thereof 
pro  tatUo.^  So  also  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  lading,  prima 
facie,  vests  the  property  in  the  goods  in  the  indorsee.^  An  in- 
ftmnaent  in  writing,  whether  the  same  be  a  contract,  bond,,  or 
judgment,  may  be  assigned  by  a  writing  on  a  separate  piece  of 

Dana.  334;  Collins  v.  Prentice,  15  Conn.  423;  Dial  v.  Holter,  6 
Ohio  8t  228. 

*^  Wigging  V.  McDonald,  18  Gal.  126;  and  see  Barrett  v.  Hinckley » 
124  m.  32;  7  Am.  St  Rep.  331;  Bushnell  v.  Bushnell,  92  Ind.  503. 

»Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  Oal.  92;  73  Am.  Dec.  522;  Walker  v. 
Maoro,  18  Mo.  564. 

»McEwen  v.  Johnson,  7  Cal.  258;  Grain  v.  Aldrich,  38  id.  514; 
119  Am.  Dec.  423.  An  assignment  of  a  part  of  a  chose  in  action, 
for  valuable  consideration,  is  good  in  equity.  Risley  v.  Phenix 
Bank,  83  N.  Y.  318;  38  Am.  Rep.  421;  Fordyce  v.  Nelson,  91  Ind. 
447:  James  v.  City  of  Newton,  142  Mass.  368. 

M  Elledge  v.  Straughn,  2  B.  Mon.  82;  Bank  of  Galliopolis  v.  Trim- 
ble. 6  id.  590. 

n  Tapping  v.  Duffy,  47  Ind.  57. 

» Groves  v.  Ruby,  24  Ind.  418. 

33  McPlke  V.  McPherson.  41  Mo.  521. 

3*  Lineker  v.  Aveshford,  1  Cal.  70;  Harris  v.  De  Wolf,  4  Pet.  147; 
Balderston  v.  Munro,  2  Cranch.  C.  O.  623.  The  indorsement  of  a 
oote  secured  by  mortgage  operates  an  equitable  assignment  of  the 
mortgage.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Talbot,  113  Ind.  373;  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
655:  and  see  Yorke  v.  Conde,  61  Hun,  26;  Switzer  v.  Noffsinger,  82 
Ta5ia 
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paper,  or  even  by  parol;^  and  an  instrument  under  seal  may 
be  transferred  by  a  writing  not  sealed.^®  "nie  mere  signing  au 
assignment,  without  delivery,  is  suflicient  to  constitute  the  as- 
signee the  real  party  in  interest,  so  as  to  authorize  him  to  sue 
in  his  own  name.^  A  negotiable  promissory  note  or  bill  of 
exchange  must  be  assigned  by  indorsement,  in  order  to  preserve 
its  negotiability;  but  an  assignee  by  delivery  may  sue  thereon 
in  his  own  name,  subject  to  all  the  equities  existing  in  favor  of 
the  drawer.'® 

9  337.  AsBignmentft,  how  alleged.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  an 
assignee,  the  complaint  must  allege  the  fact  of  the  assignment.^ 
Such  allegations  must  be  a  positive  averment  of  a  transfer,  so 
as  to  show  title  in  the  plaintiff.***  It  is  not  enough  merely  to 
allege  that  "the  said  plaintiff  is  now  the  sole  owner  of  the 
demand/'  Such  an  allegation  is  not  an  averment  of  an  issuable 
fact,  but  of  a  mere  conclusion  of  law,  and  its  denial  would 
raise  no  issue.*^    An  allegation  that  A.  duly  assigned  and  trans- 

86  Hooker  v.  Eagle  Bank,  30  N.  Y.  83;  86  Am.  Dec.  351; 
Jones  V.  Witter,  13  Mass.  304;  Brlggs  v.  Dorr,  19  Johns.  95; 
Dunn  V.  Snell,  15  Id.  481;  McClaln  v.  Weldemeyer,  25  Mo. 
364;  Thornton  v.  Growther,  24  Id.  164;  Hancock  v.  Ritchie, 
11  Ind.  48;  Andrews  v.  McDaniel,  68  N.  C.  385;  White  v. 
Phelps,  14  Minn.  27;  Welnwlck  v.  Bender,  33  Mo.  80;  Pear- 
son V.  Onmmlngs,  28  Iowa,  344;  WilliamB  v.  Norton,  3  Kan. 
295;  Carpenter  v.  Miles,  17  B.  Mon.  598;  Conyngham  v.  Smith.  16 
Iowa,  471;  Barthol  v.  Blakin,  34  id.  452;  Moore  v.  Lowry,  25  id. 
336;  Green  v.  Marble,  37  id.  95;  Williams  v.  Ingersoll,  89  N.  Y.  508; 
Harley  v.  Heist,  86  Ind.  196;  44  Am.  Rep.  285. 

86  Moore  v.  Waddle,  34  C&l.  145. 

37Rltter  V.  Stevenson,  7  Cal.  388. 

88  Andrews  v.  McDaniel,  68  N.  a  385;  Mandeville  v.  Riddle,  1 
Cranch,  95;  White  v.  Brown,  14  How.  Pr.  282;  Billings  v.  Jane,  11 
Barb.  620;  Gould  v.  Ellery,  39  id.  163;  Farrington  v.  Park  Bank, 
id.  645;  Brown  y.  Richardson,  1  Bosw.  402;  Houghton  t.  Dodge.  5 
id.  326;  Sexton  v.  Fleet,  2  Hilt.  485;  Fairbanks  v.  Sargent,  104  N. 
Y.  108;  58  Am.  Rep.  490;  Raybum  v.  Hurd.  20  Oreg.  229. 

3»  Prindle  v.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  426;  White  v.  Brown,  14  How. 
Pr.  282;  Adams  v.  Holley,  12  id.  330. 

40  Steams  v.  Martin,  4  Cal.  227. 

41  Thomas  v.  Desmond,  12  How.  Pr.  321;  Russell  ▼.  Clapp,  7  Barb. 
482;  Bentley  v.  Jones,  4  How.  Pr.  202;  McMnrray  v.  GlfTord,  5  Id. 
14;  Parker  v.  Totten,  10  id.  233;  Poorman  v.  Mills.  35  Cal.  121;  and 
see  Sellers  v.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  91  Wis.  328.  The  ci>m- 
plaint  should  plead  the  assignment  although  the  action  be  1n8titut€<l 
in  a  Justice's  Ck)urt.    Balden  v.  Thomasen,  17  Mont.  487.    In  Brown 
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ierred  all  his  interest  in  the  contract  to  the  plaintiff  B.^  and 
ihat  the  plaintiff  C.  became  interested  by  a  sale  and  assign- 
ment to  him  of  a  part  of  B/s  interest,  has  been  held  suflScient.*^ 
In  Indiana,  where  an  instrument  not  assignable  is  assigned  and 
sued  on  by  the  assignee,  if  the  assignor  is  made  a  party,  it  is 
immaterial  and  need  not  be  alleged  how  the  assignment  was 
made.** 

i  838.  ATermant  of  consideration  for  assignment.  A  prom- 
issory not«  imports  a  consideration,  and  none  need  be  pleaded 
in  an  action  by  an  assignee.^  Even  for  a  sealed  contract  an 
averment  of  assignment  imports  that  it  was  made  by  a  sealed 
instrument,  from  which  a  consideration  is  to  be  inferred,  and 
consequently  none  need  be  stated.**^  Nor  can  the  defendant 
aver  or  prove  that  the  assignment  was  only  intended  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment  of  a  debt,  if  the  assignment 
is  absolute  on  its  face.*®  So,  in  Kentucky,  i|  is  not  necessary 
in  a  suit  by  an  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action,  against  the  as- 
agnor,  to  aver  a  valuable  consideration.  It  is  sufficient  to  set 
out  the  assignment.*'' 

i  839.  Assignments  of  accounts.  The  assignee  may  sue  in 
his  own  name  on  an  account  assigned  to  him.**  But  where 
there  is  no  final  settlement  of  partnership  accounts,  and  no 
balance  struck,  and  no  express  promise  on  the  part  of  the  indi- 
vidual members  to  pay  their  ascertained  portions  of  this  amount, 
no  action  can  be  maintained  therefor  in  assumpsit,  nor  can  an 
individual  partner  assign  his  claim  against  the  partnership  so 

▼.  Richardson,  20  N.  T.  472,  an  averment  In  an  action  on  a  non- 
Degotiabie  note  that  the  same  was  duly  indorsed  to  plaintiff,  and 
that  he  is  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  same,  was  held  suffi- 
cient to  admit  evidence  of  the  assignment. 

« Homer  v.  Wood.  15  Barb.  372;  Fowler  v.  New  York  Indem. 
Ins.  Co..  23  id.  151. 

«  Buntin  v.  Weddle,  20  Ind.  449. 

**  Winters  v.  Bush,  34  Cal.  136;  Martin  v.  Kanouse,  2  Abb.  Pr. 
331;  Homer  ▼.  Wood,  15  Barb.  372. 

«  Moore  ▼.  Waddle,  34  Cal.  145;  Fowler  v.  New  York  Indem.  Ins. 
Co..  23  Barb.  143;  Clark  v.  Downing,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  406;  Burtnett 
T.  Gwynne.  2  Abb.  Pr.  79;  Vogel  v.  Badcock,  1  id.  176;  Martin  v. 
Kanouse.  2  id.  330;  Richardson  v.  Mead,  27  Barb.  178. 

i«  Wetmore  v.  San  Francisco.  44  Cal.  294. 

47  Holt  V.  Thompson,  1  Dnval,  301;  see,  also,  Dawson  v.  Pogue»  18 
Orej:.  04:  Orejjoiro  v.  Rourke.  28  id.  275. 

«  Carpenter  v.  Johnson,  1  Nev.  331. 
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that  the  assignee  may  sue.*®  The  assignee  of  an  account  and 
note  given  in  part  payment  of  it,  where  the  assignment  of  the 
two  claims  was  contemporaneous,  may  sue  in  his  own  name.'^'^ 
An  assignment  of  an  account  by  indorsing  on  it  the  word 
"  Assigned/'  is  sufficient^  and  it  may  be  amended  on  the  trial 
by  writing  above  it,  "  For  value  received,  I  hereby  assign  the 
within  account/'^^  The  complaint  in  an  action  on  an  assigned 
account  need  not  allege  that  the  assignment  is  in  writing,  even 
in  case  proof  of  written  assignment  should  be  necessary  upon 
the  trial.^  And  in  an  action  upon  an  assignment  of  an  account 
for  a  sum  due,  and  for  a  further  sum  to  be  earned  in  the  future, 
the  complaint  is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
founded  on  a  claim  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment, as  it  states  a  cause  of  action  for  the  sum  which  was  due 
at  that  tiijie.**  The  complaint  in  an  action  on  an  assigned  claim 
for  services,  which  the  defendants  employed  the  assignors  to 
perform,  and  for  •which  they  promised  to  pay  them  a  specified 
sum,  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  if  it  fails  to  allege  that 
such  services  were  performed." 

I  840.  Assigiizxients  of  bonxLa,  notes,  etc.  An  assignee  of 
bonds,  notes,  etc.,  may  maintain  an  action  thereon  in  his  own 
name.^  The  assignment  of  a  note  to  the  maker  is  a  payment 
of  the  same.  And  the  same  is  true  of  a  joint  and  several  note, 
assigned  to  one  of  the  makers.*^  Payment  by  the  maker  of 
a  nonnegotiable  note  of  the  sum  due  upon  an  attachment 
against  the  payee,  without  notice  of  an  assignment,  will  bar  a 
suit  by  the  assignee."  Although  a  bill  or  note  payable  to  order 
can  only  be  made  negotiable  by  an  indorsement  by  the  payee, 
still  a  transfer  by  delivery  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  holder  to 
sue  thereon  in  his  own  name,  the  same  as  in  assignments  of 
other  choses  in  action.^    An  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action 

4»  BuUard  v.  Kinney,  10  Cal.  63. 

50  Armstrong  v.  Cushney,  43  Barb.  340. 

51  Ryan  v.  Maddux,  6  Cal.  247. 

M  Rice  V.  Takima,  etc.,  Railway  Co.,  4  Wash.  St.  724. 
Mid. 

M  Weiner  v.  Lee  Shinj?,  12  Oreg.  276. 

M  MandeviUe  v.  Riddle,  1  Oranch,  290;  Oottle  v.  (Me,  20  Iowa» 
481. 
56  Gordon  v.  Wansey,  21  Cal.  77. 
57Welnwick  v.  Bender,  33  Mo.  80. 
58  Brown  v.  Richardson,  20  N.  T.  472;  S.  C,  1  Bosw.  402;  Billings 
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absolute  in  its  terms^  so  that  by  virtue  thereof  the  whole  ap- 
parent legal  title  passes  to  the  assignee^  constitutes  the  assignee 
the  real  party  in  interest  for  the  purposes  of  an  action^  although 
the  assignment  was  solely  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  a  suit^ 
and  the  assignee  was  to  pay  to  the  assignor  everything  realized 
from  the  suit  after  deducting  expenses.^^  It  is  enough  for  the 
defendant  to  know  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  party  in  legal  in- 
terest, and  that  a  recovery  by  him  will  be  full  protection  against 
another  suit  by  the  assignor.^  And  where  an  assignee  to  whom 
a  claim  has  been  assigned  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  suit,  has 
elected  to  sue  but  one  of  the  joint  makers  or  but  the  principal 
debtor  without  suing  the  other  joint  debtors  or  the  sureties, 
and  has  recovered  judgment  against  one  joint  maker  or  the 
principal  debtor,  the  other  joint  makers  or  the  sureties  can 
set  up  such  judgment  in  bar  of  the  assignor's  suit  against 
them.**  Notice  to  the  debtor  by  the  assignee  of  a  chose  in 
action  is  not  necessary  to  complete  the  assignment,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  controversy  between  different  assignees  or  attach- 
ing creditors  of  the  fund  assigned.^  So,  an  assignee  of  a  pres- 
ent existing  cause  of  action  may  commence  an  action  thereon 
on  the  same  day  that  the  assignment  to  liim  is  made.^  And 
the  right  of  an  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action  to  maintain  an 
action  thereon  in  his  own  name  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  is 
recognized.** 

I  841.  AMrignmeiit  by  a  corporation.  In  an  action  brought 
by  the  assignee  of  a  corporation,  it  is  not  essential  to  par- 
ticularly state  the  fact  of  incorporation.  A  statement  of  the 
name  of  the  corporation,  and  of  the  making  of  the  agreement 
between  them,  and  of  what  the  corporation  did  in  fulfillment  of 

▼.  Jane,  11  Barb.  620;  Wblte  v.  Brown,  14  How.  Pr.  282;  Houghton 
T.  Dodge,  6  Bosw.  826;  Sexton  v.  Fleet,  2  Hilt.  485;  Gould  v.  BUery. 
39  Barb.  163;  Farrington  v.  Park  Bank,  Id.  645. 

»  Winee  v.  Rio  Grande,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  9  Utah,  228;  and  see  Sauls- 
bury  y.  CkMnirln,  40  Mo.  App.  373;  Young  v.  Hudson,  99  Mo.  102; 
Sheridan  v.  Mayor.  68  N.  Y,  30-  Grelg  v.  Riordan,  99  Cal.  316; 
Tuller  y.  Arnold,  98  id.  522. 

WAnderscm  y.  Reardon,  46  Minn.  185. 

«  Anderson  y.  Yosemite  Mln.  Co.,  9  Utah,  420. 

^Jackson  y.  Hamm,  14  Col.  58. 

«  Fraaer  y.  Oakdale  Lumber,  etc.,  Co.,  73  Cal.  188. 

««  Layton  y.  Klrkendall,  20  Ool.  236. 
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its  agreement,  is  sufficient.®*^  And  the  complaint  need  not  aver 
that  the  directors  were  authorized  to  make  it.**®  The  assignee 
of  a  claim  against  the  receiver  of  a  railway  company,  having  ob- 
tained permission  from  the  proper  court,  may  bring  suit  in  his 
own  name,  and,  though  the  assignment  be  indorsed  to  another^ 
he  may  still  maintain  the  action  in  his  own  name  so  long  as 
he  retains  possession  of  the  instrument  of  assignment,  and  may 
cause  the  record  to  be  amended  by  adding  the  name  of  the  in- 
dorsee as  the  use  party,  who  will  thereafter  be  entitled  to  con- 
trol the  proceedings,  and  will  be  bound  by  the  judgment.®^ 

I  842.  Assignment  of  debts.  An  order  drawn  by  a  creditor 
on  his  debtor  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  assignment  of  the 
debt  pro  tanto,  and  the  assignee  may  recover  on  the  same.** 
And  drawees  with  notice  are  liable  to  payees  without  an  express 
promise  to  pay.  In  Maine,  an  assignment  of  a  debt  may  be 
made  by  parol,  or  may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of  the  parties.®* 
And  in  New  Hampshire  also  claims  for  torts  as  well  as  for  prop- 
erty may  be  assigned  by  parol.*^^  In  Missouri,  a  general  con- 
veyance of  all  "  debts  that  may  be  due,''  without  a  schedule, 
passes  to  the  grantee  such  a  title  as  will  enable  him  to  recover 
from  a  subsequent  general  assignee.^^ 

I  348.  Assignment  of  goods  not  in  possession.  Where  the  ven< 
dor  of  goods  is  not  at  the  time  of  sale  in  possession,  the 
transfer  is  an  assignment,  and  an  actual  and  continued  change 
of  possession  is  required  equally  as  in  cases  of  sale  by  one  in 
possession.*^^  And  where  B.,  the  vendee,  assigned  to  C.  a  con- 
tract for  the  delivery  of  goods  to  arrive,  and   C,  after  the 

66  Kennedy  v.  Cotton,  28  Barb.  50.  A  complaint  on  an  account 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  certain  company  which  fails  to  show 
that  such  company  had  any  legal  existence  or  the  nature  thereof. 
Is  had  when  specially  demurred  to  upon  that  ground.  Herbet  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Hopan.  16  Mont.  384. 

66  Nelson  v.  Eaton,  16  Abb.  Pr.  113. 

67  Jackson  v.  Haram,  14  Col.  58. 

68  McEwan  v.  Johnson,  7  Cal.  258;  Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  id.  97; 

73  Am.  Deo.  522;  Pope  v.  Hnth.  14  Cal.  408;  Habart  v.  Tyrrell,  68 
id.  12;  see  Cashman  v.  Harrison,  90  id.  287;  National  Bank  v.  Herold, 

74  id.  603. 

69  Garnsey  t.  Gardner,  49  Me.  167. 

70  .Jordan  v.  Gillen,  44  N.  H.  424. 

71  Page  V.  Gardner,  20  Mo.  607. 

72  Weil  V.  Paul,  22  Cal.  492. 
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iirrival  of  the  goods^  tendered  payment  for  the  same^  it  was 
held  that  A.^  the  vendor^  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the 
assignment,  but  that  C.  might  enforce  the  contract  against 
liim." 

I  844.  Assignment  of  lease.  An  assignment  of  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  lessee  conveys  his  right  for  compensa- 
tion for  new  erections  on  the  land  under  the  covenants^*  A 
lease^  or  an  interest  therein,  or  a  right  of  entry  for  breach  of  one 
of  its  conditions,  may  be  assigned,  so  as  to  entitle  the  assignee 
to  sue  in  his  own  name.^ 

I  845.  Assignment  of  mortgages.  A  mortgage,  independent 
of  the  debt  it  is  intended  to  secure,  has  no  assignable  quality.^^ 
The  assignment  of  the  debt,  note,  or  bond  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage, even  without  a  formal  transfer  of  the  security,  carries 
the  mortgage  with  it.""  In  California  it  has  been  held  that  the 
equitable  lien  which  a  vendor  of  real  estate  retains  upon  the 
property  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  is  not  assignable^* 
But  a  claim  for  damages  for  trespass  on  land  is  assignable,  and 
the  assignee  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  same  in  his  own 
name.'* 

I  346.  Assignment  of  insurance  policy.  An  assignment  of 
a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  stock  of  goods  attaches,  in  equity, 
as  a  lien  upon  the  amount  due  on  the  policy  to  the  extent  of  the 
debt  as  soon  as  the  loss  occurs.*^ 

73  Morgan  v.  Lowe,  5  Cal.  326. 

74  Hunt  V.  Danforth,  2  Curtis  O.  C.  692. 

75  ^veriU  V.  Taylor,  8  N.  Y.  44;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Bail,  12  N.  Y. 
100;  62  Am.  Dec.  142;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Hays,  12  N.  Y.  68. 

7«  Polhemus  v.  Trainer,  30  Cal.  685. 

77  Hatch  V.  White,  2  Gall.  152;  Willis  v.  Farley,  24  Cal.  400;  Hurt 
T.  Wilson,  38  Id.  263;  see  Morrison  v.  Mendenhall,  18  Minn.  232; 
Strause  v.  Josephthal,  77  N.  Y.  622. 

7«  Baum  V.  Grigsby,  21  Cal.  172;  81  Am.  Dec.  153;  Lewis  v.  Oovil- 
laud,  21  Oal.  178;  Williams  v.  Young,  Id.  227.  In  an  action  by  an 
a.ssignee  to  foreclose  a  lien  for  materials  furnished  for  and  used 
In  the  construction  of  a  building,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that 
the  assignment  was  in  writing.  An  allegation  that  the  claim  was 
asslsrned  to  the  plaintifT  is  sufficient.  Patent  Brick  Co.  v.  Moore, 
75  Cal.  205. 

7»  More  V.  Massini,  32  Cal.  590. 

«>  Bibend  v.  L.  &  L.  F.  &  L.  Ins.  Co.,  30  Cal.  78;  Pope  v.  Hnth» 
14  Id.  403:  Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  id.  92;  73  Am.  Dec.  522. 
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I  847.  ABsignments  of  Judgments.  A  cause  of  action  which 
does  not  survive  to  the  personal  representatives  is  not  assign- 
able. But  if  suit  has  been  brought  on  such  a  cause  of  action, 
and  judgment  recovered,  the  judgment  is  considered  as  a  con- 
tract, and  is  capable  of  assignment,  even  after  the  death  of  the 
judgment  creditpr.  A  verdict,  however,  on  such  a  cause  of 
action  does  not  have  the  same  effect.^^  If  a  judgment  creditor 
assign  the  judgment,  and  the  judgment  debtor  without  notice 
of  the  assignment  afterwards  pays  the  same  voluntarily  to  the 
sheriff,  by  reason  of  service  of  garnishment  process  upon  him, 
the  assignee  may  still  enforce  the  judgment.^  In  a  suit  to- 
enforce  a  judgment  lien  on  real  estate  brought  by  the  assignees 
of  the  judgment,  the  judgment  and  the  assignment  must  be  set 
forth.^  The  assignment  of  a  judgment  may  be  by  writing  or 
by  merely  verbal  transfer;^  and  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  can 
maintain  an  action  thereon  in  his  own  name.^  So,  one  to  whom 
a  judgment  has  been  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and 
another  may  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name.®*  And  where  the 
proceeds  of  the  judgment  assigned  are  to  be  paid  to  several  per- 
sons, the.  assignee  of  the  judgment  may  nevertheless  bring  an 
action  thereon  in  his  own  name  without  joining  with  him  the 
other  parties  interested.^ 

I  848.  Assignment  of  corporate  stock.  An  assignment  of 
shares  of  stock  in  a  corporation  under  the  California  statute  of 
1853,  by  delivery  of  the  certificates,  without  transfer  on  the 
books  of  the  company,  is  invalid  against  subsequent  purchasers 
on  execution  against  the  assignor,  without  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment.®*  An  assignment  by  a  stockholder  of  his  shares  of  stock 
in  a  corporation  carries  with  it  his  proportionate  share  of  the 
assets,  including  all  undeclared  dividends.®* 

81  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  Oal.  173. 

82  Brown  v.  Ayres,  33  Cal.  525:  91  Am.  Dec.  665. 

83  Brookshlre  v.  Lomax,  20  Ind.  512. 

84Wlnberry  v.  Koonce,  83  N.  C.  351;  Steele  v.  Thompson,  62 
Ala.  323. 

85  Moore  v.  Nowell,  94  N.  C.  265.  Otherwise  In  Alabama.  Wolffe- 
v.  Eberleln,  74  Ala.  99;  49  Am.  Rep.  809. 

88  Benne  v.  Schnecko,  13  S.  W.  Rep.  (Mo.)  82. 

87  Walbnm  v.  Ohenanlt,  43  Kan.  352. 

88  Weston  V.  Bear  River,  etc..  Co.,  5  Cal.  186;  63  Am.  Dec.  117; 
Naglee  v.  Pacific  Wharf  Co.,  20  Cal.  529;  People  v.  Elmore,  35  id. 
653;  Parrott  v.  Byres,  40  id.  614. 

88  Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.,  91  N.  Y.  488. 
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§  348.  Eifect  of  assignment.  In  addition  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Codes  which  require  every  action  to  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest  —  the  effect  of  which,  as 
has  been  seen  above,  is  to  permit  the  assignee  to  bring  the  ac- 
tion in  his  own  name  —  there  is  another  very  important  section 
which  should  be  considered  in  this  connection.  The  Codes, 
with  very  little  difference  in  the  language,  provide  that  "in 
the  case  of  an  assignment  of  a  thing  in  action,  the  action  of 
the  assignee  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  set-off  or  other 
defense  existing  at  the  time  of  or  before  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment; but  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  negotiable  promissory 
notes  and  bills  of  exchange,  transferred  in  good  faith  and  upon 
good  consideration,  before  maturity."®*^  Tliis  statutory  provi- 
sion is  a  substantial  embodiment  of  the  familiar  rule  which 
existed  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Codes,  that  the  assignee  of 
a  thing  in  action,  not  negotiable,  takes  the  same  subject  to  all 
the  defenses,  legal  or  equitable,  existing  between  the  original 
parties.*^  Or,  as  the  rule  is  stated  by  Johnson,  J.:  ^^In  the 
ease  of- the  assignment  of  a  thing  in  action,  the  action  of  the 
assignee  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  set-off  or  other  de- 
fense existing  at  the  time  of  or  before  notice  of  the  assignment, 
which  would  have  been  available  to  the  defendant  had  the  ac- 
tion been  brought  in  the  name  of  the  assignor.®*    This  doctrine 

»o  See  C&l.  OoiJe  Civ.  Pro.,  S  368. 

9\  McCabe  v.  Gray,  20  Cal.  509;  Northam  v.  Gordon,  23  Id.  255; 
TruelMMly  y.  Jacobson,  2  id.  269;  Olds  v.  Oummings,  31  111.  188; 
Fortier  t.  Darst.  Id.  212;  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  4  Cranch  C.  C.  715;  Shlrras 
V.  Oaig,  7  Cranch.  34:  Kinsman  v.  Parkhurst,  18  How.  289:  Tlmms 
T.  Shannon,  19  Md.  296;  81  Am.  Dec.  632;  Littlefi^d  v.  Albany 
C\>nnty  Bank,  97  N.  Y.  581;  Davis  v.  Bechsteln,  69  id.  440;  25  Am. 
Rep.  218;  Raybum  y.  Hurd,  20  Oreg.  229;  Hamilton  v.  Insurance 
Co.,  65  Ga.  750;  Calvin  v.  Steritt,  41  Kan.  215;  James  v.  Yaeger, 
86  Cal.  184. 

9S  Beckwlth  v.  Union  Bank,  9  N.  Y.  211;  and  see  to  the  same  efTect, 
Myers  v.  Davis,  22  id.  489;  Ingraham  v.  Disborough,  47  id.  421; 
Andrews  v.  Gillespie,  id.  487;  Bush  v.  Lathrop,  22  id.  535;  Reeves 
v.  Kimball,  40  id.  299;  Wood  v.  Perry,  1  Barb.  114;  Alnslie  v. 
Boynton,  2  id.  258;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Colt,  15  id.  506:  Western 
Bank  v.  Sherwood,  29  id.  383;  Blydenburgh  v.  Thayer,  3  Keyes, 
293:  Martin  v.  Kunzmuller,  37  N.  Y.  396;  Fuller  v.  Stelglltz.  27 
Ohio  St.  355;  Fera  v.  Wickham,  135  N.  Y.  223.  In  Oallanan  v. 
Edwards,  32  id.  486,  the  rule  is  thus  stated:  "  An  assignee  of  a 
chose  in  action  not  negotiable  takes  the  thing  assigned,  subject  to 
all  the  rights  which  the  debtor  had  acquired  In  respect  thereto 
prior  to  the  assignment,  or  to  the  time  notice  was  given  of  it,  when 
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has  been  applied  to  assignments  of  bonds  under  the  statutes  of 
Virginia  and  Indiana;^  in  actions  by  the  assignees  of  mort- 
gages;^ in  an  action  on  a  nonnegotiable  warehouseman's  re- 
ceipt;^ in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  judgments  and  decrees;** 
in  actions  by  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors;^  in 
actions  by  the  assignee  of  negotiable  paper  after  it  has  lost  its 
negotiable  character;^  in  actions  by  the  assignee  of  the  vendee^ 
to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
lands;®*  and  in  actions  by  the  assignee  of  a  partner.*** 

When  the  assignee  of  a  thing  in  action^  which  is  subject  to 
equities  between  the  original  parties,  assigns  it  to  a  second  as- 
signee by  a  transfer  which  purports  to  convey  a  perfect  title, 
for  a  good  consideration,  and  without  any  notice  on  the  part  of 
the  second  assignee  of  any  defect  in  the  title,  the  question  has 
often  arisen,  whether  such  second  assignee  is  affected  by  the 
equities  which  existed  between  the  original  parties.  These 
equities  are  often  spoken  of  as  latent,  and  several  courts  have 
adopted  the  rule  that  such  latent  equities  can  not  prevail  against 
the  title  of  the  second  assignee.*^*    The  effect  of  this  rule  is  to 

there  is  an  interval  between  the  execution  of  the  transfer  and  the 
notice."  In  California,  a  note  may  be  claimed  as  a  set-off  though 
not  due  at  the  time  the  defendant  received  notice  of  the  assignment 
of  his  notes  to  the  plaintiff,  if  it  became  mature  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  by  the  plaintiff.  St.  Liouis  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Gay,  101  Cal.  286;  and  see  Northampton  Bank  v.  Balliet,  8  Watts 
&  Serg.  311;  42  Am.  Dec.  207. 

03  Scott  V.  Shreve,  12  Wheat.  605;  BeU  v.  Nimmo,  5  McLean,  110. 

w  Hubbard  v.  Turner,  2  McLioan,  .510;  Western  Bank  v.  Sher- 
wood, 29  Barb.  383. 

»«  Commercial  Bank  v.  Oolt,  15  Barb.  506. 

««  Sampeyreac  v.  United  States,  7  Pet.  222;  Wells  v.  Clarkson,  2 
Mont.  230,  379;  5  id.  343. 

07  Marine  Bank  v.  Jauncey,  1  Barb.  486;  Maas  v.  Goodman,  2  Hilt. 
275. 

08  Gwathney  v.  Mcl^ane,  3  McLean,  371;  Rounsavel  v.  Scholfield. 
2  Cranch  C.  C.  139. 

w  Reeves  v.  Kimball,  40  N.  Y.  299. 

100  NieoU  V.  Mumford,  4  Johns.  Oh.  522;  Rodriguez  v.  Heffernan, 
5  id.  417. 

101  Livingston  v.  Dean,  2  Johns.  Ch.  479;  Murray  v.  Lylburn,  id. 
441;  Rodriguez  v.  Heffernan,  5  id.  417;  Murray  v.  Ballou,  1  id.  506; 
Bebee  v.  Bank  of  New  York,  1  Johns.  529;  James  v.  Morey,  2  Cow. 
246;  Losey  v.  Simpson,  3  Stockt.  Ch.  246;  Bloomer  v.  Henderson.  H 
Mich.  395;  Croft  v.  Bunster,  9  Wia  503;  Mott  v.  Clark,  9  Penn.  St. 
399;  Taylor  v.  Gitt,  10  id.  428;  Metzgar  v.  Metzgar,  1  Rawle,  227; 
McConnell  v.  Wenrich,  16  Penn.   St.  365;   Moore  v.   Holcombe,  3 
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extend  to  the  assignment  of  ordinary  choses  in  aption  the  well- 
settled  doctrines  which  apply  to  the  assignment  of  negotiable 
instruments.  The  better  doctrine,  however,  is,  and  the  ojie 
w^hich  is  settled  by  the  weight  of  authority,  that  the  right  of 
the  second  assignee  under  such  circumstances,  is  subject  to  all 
the  equities  existing  in  favor  of  the  original  parties.  The  orig- 
inal assignee  can  not  convey  a  greater  title  or  interest  in  the 
subject  of  assignment  than  he  himself  has.^^^  Where,  however, 
the  owner  by  his  own  affirmative  act  has  conferred  the  apparent 
title  and  absolute  ownership  upon  an  assignee,  upon  the  faith 
of  which  the  chose  in  action  has  been  purchased  for  value  by. a 
second  assignee,  the  owner  is  precluded  from  asserting  hi&  real 
title,  as  against  such  subsequent  purchaser,  by  the  application 
of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  This  rule,  although  it  has  gen- 
erally been  applied  to  transfers  of  stock  certificates,  has  been  ex- 
tended by  some  courts  to  assignments  of  various  other  kinds 
of  choses  in  action. ^^ 

In  order  to  give  a  debtor,  when  sued  by  the  assignee,  the 
right  to  set  oif  a  demand  against  the  assignor,  it  is  necessary  that 
such  demand  should  have  been  due  and  payable  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  and  not  have  matured  afterwards.*^    In  California, 

Leigh,  648;  Ohio  L.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Robs,  2  Md.  Oh.  25;  Sleeper  y.  Ohap- 
man,  121  Mass.  404;  Sumner  v.  Waugh,  56  111.  531;  Winter  v.  Bel- 
mont M.  Co.,  53  Gal.  428.  In  this  latter  case  the  plaintiff,  the  owner 
of  certain  shares  of  stock,  transferred  them  on  the  books  of  the 
company  in  the  name  of  M.,  to  whom  a  certificate  was  issued.  M. 
afterwards  indorsed  the  certificate  in  blank  and  delivered  it  to  the 
plaintiff.  He  then  stole  the  certificate  from  the  plaintiff  and  sold 
it  to  a  bona  Ade  purchaser.  The  court  held  that  the  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser was  superior  to  that  of  the  real  owner. 

102  Bush  y.  Lathrop*  22  N.  Y.  535;  Anderson  y.  Nicholas,  28  id. 
600;  Reeyes  y.  Kimball,  40  Id.  290;  Mason  v.  Lord,  id.  476;  Schafer 
T.  ReiUy,  50  id.  61;  Reld  v.  Sprague,  72  id.  457;  McNeil  y.  Tenth 
Nat.  Bank,  55  Barb.  50;  Williams  y.  Thorn,  11  Paige  Oh.  456;  Brad- 
ley V.  Root,  5  id.  632;  Maryin  y.  Inglis,  30  How.  Pr.  329;  Poillon  y. 
Martin,  1  Sandf.  Ob.  569;  Judson  y.  Corcoran,  17  How.  612;  Ballard 
▼.  Burgett,  40  N.  Y.  314;  Dayis  y.  Bechstein,  69  id.  440;  25  Am.  Rep. 
218;  Ingraham  y.  Disborough,  47  N.  Y.  421;  Ledwich  y.  McKim,  53 
id.  307;  CattB  y.  Guild,  57  id.  229;  Barry  y.  Eq.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  59  id. 
687;  Trustees,  etc.  y.  Wheeler,  61  id.  88;  Sherwood  y.  Meadow,  etc., 
Co.,  50  Cel.  412;  Chase  y.  Ohapin,  130  Mass.  128. 

108  McNeil  y.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  325;  Holbrook*  y.  New 

Jersey  Zinc  Co.,  57  id.  616;  Combes  y.  Chandler,  33  Ohio  St.  178; 

Moore  y.  Metropolitan  Bank,  55  N.  Y.  41;  Farmers'  National  Bank 

T.  Fletcher,  44  Iowa,  252. 

'    iM  Beckwitb  v.  Union  Bank,  9  N.  Y.  211;  Smith  y.  Felton,  48  Id. 
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however,  a  demand  which  hjis  accrued  prior  to  notice  of  the 
assignment  is  allowed  to  be  set  off.*^  Negotiable  paper,  as- 
signed after  maturity,  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  in  regard  to 
set-off  as  other  choses  in  action  not  negotiable.*^  In  order  to 
entitle  a  defendant  to  set  off  a  demand,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
claim  asserted  against  him  should  affect  him  in  the  same  char- 
acter as  the  demand  attempted  to  be  set  off.  Thus  one  sued  as 
an  individual  can  not  set  off  a  demand  due  him  as  an  execu- 
tor. *^^  When  notice  of  the  assignment  is  required  to  be  given 
by  the  assignee  to  the  debtor,  an  actual  notice  is  not  necessary. 
Any  notice  which  would  put  a  reasonable  man  on  inquiry  is 
suflBcient.*^  One  who  sues  as  assignee  can  not  maintain  liis 
title  by  proof  of  an  assignment  made  after  suit  brought.*^  But 
a  neglect  to  record  an  assignment  within  the  statutory  period 
fixed  therefor,  in  cases  where  an  assignment  must  be  recorded, 
does  not  make  it  fraudulent.*^*^ 

I  849a.  Assignmeiit  after  suit  —  party  in  interest.  Where  a 
claim  has  been  assigned  after  suit  brought  the  assignee  has 
the  right  to  continue  the  suit  in  the  name  of  the  assignor;*** 
but  when  judgment  is  recovered  thereon,  a  creditor's  bill  based 
upon  that  judgment  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  as- 
signee, and  when  brought  in  the  name  of  the  assignor,  no 
amendment  as  to  parties  can  cure  the  defect,  but  the  suit  must 
be  dismissed.^** 

419;  Barlow  v.  Meyers,  6  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ot.  183;  Meyers  v,  Davis,  22 
N,  Y.  489;  ChaDce  v.  Isaacs,  5  Paige,  592;  Bradley  v.  Angeli.  3  N. 
Y.  475;  Martin  v.  Kunzmuller,  37  Id.  396;  Watt  v.  Mayor,  1  Sandf. 
23;  Wells  v.  Stewart,  3  Barb.  40;  Ogden  v.  Prentice,  33  id.  160; 
Adams  v.  Rodarmel,  19  Ind.  339;  Walker  v.  McOay,  2  Mete.  294; 
WiUiams  v.  Brown,  2  Keyes,  486. 

105  McCabe  v.  Grey,  20  Cal.  509;  and  see  St  Louis  Nat..  Bank  v. 
Gay,  101  id.  286  (supra). 

106  Harris  v.  Burwell,  66  N.  C.  584;  Leavenson  v.  Lafontane,  3 
Kans.  523:  Norton  v.  Foster,  12  id.  44;  McPherson  v.  Weston,  85 
Oal.  90;  Wood  v.  Brush,  72  id.  224. 

107  Barlow  v.  Myers,  6  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ot.  188. 

loswilklns  v.  Batterman,  4  Barb.  47;  WlUiamaon  v.  Brown,  15 
N.  Y.  364.  * 

109  Garrijnie  v.  Loeseher,  3  Bosw.  578. 

110  Denzer  v.  Mundy,  5  Rob.  636. 

111  National  Bank  v.  Hapgood,  9  Utah,  85;  and  see  Heetres  ▼. 
Brennan.  37  Cal.  385;  O'Neil  v.  Dougherty,  46  id.  576. 

iizwUson  V.  Klesel,  9  Utah,  397;  and  see  Dubbers  v.  Goux,  51 
Cal.  153. 
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I  840b.  Pleading  —  matter  of  inducement.  In  an  action  by 
an  assignee  of  a  void  county  warrant  against  the  assignor^  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint  in  regard  to  the  warrant  can  only 
be  regarded  as  inducement  or  as  explanatory  of  the  cause  of 
action^  while  the  cause  of  action  for  which  recovery  could  be 
had  is  the  amount  of  money  advanced,  with  interest.*** 

I  350.  By  amignee,  where  plaintiff  is  tmatee. 

Form  No.  71, 
[TiTLl.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  as  assignee,  for  the  benefit  of  [state 
whom],  and  alleges: 

I.  [Slate  a  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the  assignor.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

said  C.  D.  assigned  all  his  property,  including  the  said  claim, 
to  the  plaintiff,  in  trust,  for  the  purpose  of  [state  the  purpose]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

• 
§  351.  Who  are  trustees,  and  when  may  eue  alone.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  various  Codes  provide  in  effect,  although  there 
is  some  slight  difference  in  their  language,  that  "  an  executor, 
or  administrator,  or  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person  ex- 
pressly authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without  joining  with  him 
the  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted.  A  per- 
son with  whom,  or  in  whose  name,  a  contract  is  made  for  the 
benefit  of  another,  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section."*^*  In  order  to  entitle  a  trustee  to 
sue  alone  it  is  necessary  that  the  trust  should  be  express,  that 
is,  a  trust  created  by  the  direct  and  positive  act  of  the  parties, 
by  some  writing,  deed,  or  will,  or  by  the  proceedings  of  a 
court.^**  Among  such  trustees  which  have  been  permitted  to 
sue  alone,  without  joining  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  ac- 
tion is  prosecuted,  have  been  included:  assignees  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors;*^*  one  who  holds  a  security  which  is  to  be  collected 

113  Jones  v.  Hayden,  3  Ool.  App.  805. 

iHSee  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  369;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  |  449; 
I  141,  ante;  Patehett  v.  Pacific  Coast  Ry.  Co..  100  Cal.  509.  An 
assignee  of  a  cause  of  action  to  establish  and  enforce  a  trust  is 
the  real  party  in  interest,  and  may  maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
name.    O'Connor  v.  Irvine,  74  Cal.  435. 

115  Oonslderant  v.  Brisbane,  22  N.  Y.  389. 

ii«Mellen  v.  Hamilton  Fire  Ina.  Co.,  5  Duer,  101;  Ryerss  ▼. 
Farwell,  9  Barb.  615;  Lewis  v.  Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  106;  Fletcher 
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and  applied  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  by  himself;**^  the 
assignee  of  a  stock  subscription;^^*  the  president  or  treasurer 
of  an  incorporate  association;^^*  or  the  nominal  proprietor  of 
an  individual  bank;^^  trustees  for  the  separate  use  of  married 
women;^^  trustee  to  whom  personal  property  is  conveyed  for 
the  use  of  a  husband  and  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their 
children^  in  an  iBction  to  recover  the  wrongful  conversion  of 
the  property  during  the  lifetime  of  the  parents;^®  a  receiver 
appointed  in  another  state;*^  a  grantee  of  lands  in  trust,  in  ac- 
tions for  the  possession  or  to  recover  damages  for  trespass,^^* 
In  California,  the  priest  who  appears  to  have  charge  of  church 
property  is  the  proper  party  in  all  actions  concerning  it.  This 
would  appear,  however,  to  depend  entirely  upon  the  fact  of  in 
whom  the  title  stands,  and  whether  the  society  is  incorporated, 
and  how  incorporated.^^ 

I  852.  Persons  with  whom  or  In  whose  name  a  contract  Is 
made  for  the  benefit  of  another,  although  not  necessarily  trus- 
tees of  an  express  trust,  are  made  so  by  the  statute,  and  may 
maintain  an  action  in  their  own  name.  The  circumstances 
under  which  this  rule  is  generally  applied  are,  where  an  agent 
enters  into  a  contract  in  his  own  name,  and  the  promise  is 
made  directly  to  him,  and  not  to  the  principal.  In  such  case 
the  agent  is  permitted  to  sue  alone,  although  of  course  an  ac- 
tion might  also  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  principal. 
And  it  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  agent's  right  to  maintain 

V.  Derrlckson,  3  Bosw.  181;  St.  Anthony's  MiU  Co.  v.  VandaU, 
1  Minn.  246;  Foster  v.  Brown,  65  Ind.  234;  McOlaln  v.  Welden- 
meyer,  25  Mo.  364;  Omnmins  v.  Barkalow,  4  Keyes,  514. 

1"  Gardinier  v.  KeUogg.  14  Wis.  606;  Davidson  v.  Elms,  67  N.  C. 
228;  Moorehead  v.  Hyde,  38  Iowa,  382;  Thompson  v.  Toland,  48  Oal. 
d9;  Clark  v.  Tltcomb,  42  Barb.  122. 

118  Kimball  v.  Splcer,  12  Wis.  668. 

ii»  Tibbetts  v.  Blood.  21  Barb.  650. 

120  Burbank  v.  Beach,  15  Barb.  326. 

121  Beed  v.  Harris,  7  Robt.  151. 

122  Oibbens  v.  Gentry,  20  Mo.  468;  see,  also,  Richardson  v.  Means^ 
22  id.  495. 

i28Runk  V.  St.  John,  20  Barb.  585;  Lathrop  v.  Knapp,  37  Wis. 
307;  Garner  v.  Kent.  70  Ind.  428;  Hope  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  2 
Robt.  278. 

124  Goodrich  v.  Milwaukee,  24  Wis.  422;  Boardman  v.  Beckwith, 
18  Iowa,  292;  Holden  v.  New  York  &  Erie  Bank,  72  N.  Y.  286; 
Tyler  v.  Granger,  48  Cal.  259;  McKinnon  v.  McKinnon,  81  N.  C.  201* 

126  Santillan  v.  Moses,  1  Cal.  92. 
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the  action^  whether  the  principal  was  known  or  disclosed  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  or  not.^^  As  illustrations  of  all  kinds  of 
agents  who  are  thus  permitted  to  maintain  an  action  in  their 
own  name^  may  he  mentioned^  ordinary  mercantile  factors^  who 
transact  business  in  their  own  name;^^  an  auctioneer;^^  the 
managing  owner  of  a  vessel;^^  a  contractor  for  the  benefit  of 
third  parties;^^^  the  outgoing  trustees  of  an  association;^^^  the 
agent  for  a  foreign  principal,  or  officer  of  a  foreign  bank  or 
government  ;*^^  a  sheriff,  for  the  purchase  price  of  property  sold 
on  execution  ;^^  payee  of  a  note,  for  the  benefit  of  others  ;^^* 
the  people,  where  bonds  are  taken  in  their  name  for  the  benefit 
of  individuals,^*'*  and  on  the  same  principle  bonds  given  to 
superior  officers  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the 

iM  Morgan  v.  Reed,  7  Abb.  Pr.  215;  St.  John  v.  Griffith,  2  Id.  198; 
Erickson  v.  Oompton,  6  How.  Pr.  471;  Conslderant  v.  Brisbane, 
22  N.  y.  389;  Rowland  v.  Phalen.  1  Bosw.  43;  Cheltenham  Firebrick 
Co.  V.  Cook,  44  Mo.  20;  Wright  v.  Tinsley,  30  Id.  389;  Weaver  v. 
Trustees,  28  Ind.  112;  Rice  v.  Savery,  22  Iowa,  470;  Winters  v. 
Rush.  34  Cal.  136;  Ord  y.  McKee,  5  Id.  515;  Scantlin  v.  Allison, 
12  Kan.  85;  Noe  v.  Christie,  51  N.  Y.  270;  HubbeU  v.  Medbury,  53 
id.  98;  Presb.  Soc.  v.  Beach,  8  Hun,  644;  People  v.  Slocum,  1  Idaho, 
62;  Thompson  v.  Fargo,  63  N.  Y.  479;  Grlnnell  v.  Schmidt.  2  Sandf. 
706;  Union  India  Rubber  Co.  v.  Tomlinson,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  364; 
Van  Lien  v.  Byrnes,  1  Hilt.  133;  Hlgglns  v.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  834; 
Albany,  etc.,  Steel  Co.  v.  Lundberg,  121  U.  S.  451. 

127  Grlnnell  v.  Schmidt,  2  Sandf.  706;  Ladd  v.  Arkell,  5  Jones 
&  Sp.  35. 

i28Bogart  V.  O'Regan,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  590;  Hulse  v.  Young,  16 
Johns.  1;  Mlnturn  y.  Main,  7  N.  Y.  220;  Mlnturn  v.  Allen,  3  Sandf. 
399. 

129  Ward  V.  Whitney,  3  Sandf.  399;  Kennedy  v.  BUau,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  73;  Houghton  v.  Lynch,  13  Minn.  85. 

190  Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bosw.  43. 

181  Davis  V.  Garr,  6  N.  Y.  124. 

1*2  Conslderant  v.  Brisbane,  22  N.  Y.  389;  Hablcht  v.  Pemberton, 
4  Sandf.  657;  Myers  v.  Machado,  6  Duer,  678;  Peel  v.  Elliott,  16 
How.  Pr.  483;  Republic  of  Mexico  v.  Arrangols,  11  Id.  1. 

188  Armstrong  v.  Vroman,  11  Minn.  220;  McKee  v.  Llneberger, 
69  N.  C.  217. 

184  Scantlin  v.  Allison,  12  Kan.  85;  Ord  v.  McKee,  5  Oal.  515. 

185  People  V.  Norton,  9  N.  Y.  176;  Bos.  v.  Seaman,  2  C.  R.  1; 
People  V.  Laww,  3  Abb.  Pr.  450;  People  v.  Walker,  21  Barb.  630; 
Hunter  v.  Commissioners.  10  Ohio  St.  515;  State  v.  Moore,  19  Mo. 
369;  Meier  v.  Lester,  21  id.  112;  Shelby  Co.  v.  Slmmonds,  33  Iowa, 
345;  Annett  v.  Kerr,  28  How.  Pr.  324;  People  v.  Townsend,  37 
Barb.  520;  Baggott  v.  Boulger,  2  Duer,  160. 

36 
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obligor.^^  On  the  other  hand  one  who  is  a  mere  agent,  not 
embraced  within  the  description  of  the  statute,  can  not  prose- 
<3ute  an  action  in  his  own  name,  on  a  contract  made  in  the 
name  of  his  principal. ^^ 

I  363.  Averment  of  trustee  —  relation.  In  an  action  brought 
by  an  express  trustee,  or  by  one  in  whose  name  a  contract 
is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another,  the  general  rule  of 
pleading,  that  the  plaintiff  must  show  title  in  himself  in  the 
capacity  in  which  he  sues,  prevails.  Unless,  therefore,  the  de- 
scription of  the  obligation,  and  the  breach  thereof,  disclose 
such  facts,  the  complaint  must  make  a  positive  and  issuable 
averment  of  the  trust  or  agency.*^  Thus,  one  who  claims  as  a 
substituted  trustee  under  a  will,  should  state  all  the  material 
facts  distinctly  in  his  bill.  If  the  will  provides  two  modes  for 
the  appointment  of  new  trustees,  he  must  state  in  which  mode 
he  was  appointed.*'* 

I  354.  Cestui  que  trust,  when  may  sue.  A  cestui  que  trust 
of  an  express  trust  has  no  right  of  action  until  the  trust  is 
denied,  or  some  act  is  done  by  the  trustees  inconsistent  with 
the  trust;  and  until  then  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  be- 
gin to  run.  Thus,  when  a  person  takes  a  title  in  his  own  name, 
at  the  request  of  another,  who  furnishes  the  consideration,  the 
former  has  the  right  to  presume  that  he  is  to  hold  it  until  a 
demand  is  made  upon  him  for  it.**^  And  where  the  share  of 
one  of  several  cestuis  que  trust  in  a  trust  fund  is  ascertained  and 

laestlUweU  v.  Hurlbert.  18  N.  Y.  374;  FuUer  v.  FuUerton.  14 
Barb.  50;  People  v.  Clark,  21  Id.  214;  People  v.  Norton,  9  N.  Y.  176; 
See,  as  to  further  Instances,  Fargo  v.  Owen,  79  Hun,  181;  Stllwell 
V.  Hamm.  97  Mo.  579;  CJoffln  v.  Hydraulic  Co.,  136  N.  Y.  655; 
CasBldy  v.  Woodward,  77  Iowa,  354;  Mclaughlin  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
6  Dak.  406;  Lundberg  v.  Elevator  Co.,  42  Minn.  37. 

137  Swift'  v.  Swift,  46  Cal.  266;  Bobbins  v.  Deverill,  20  Wis.  150; 
Redfield  v.  Middletort,  7  Bosw.  649;  Rawllngs  v.  Fuller,  31  Ind.  255; 
White  V.  Chouteau,  10  Barb.  202;  Ferguson  v.  McMahon,  52  Ark. 
433. 

138  Freeman  v.  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  13  Abb.  Pr.  124.  One  suing 
as  trustee  must  state  the  facts  showing  the  trust  relation.  Wilson 
V.  Polk  County.  112  Mo.  126;  Mound  City,  etc.,  A8s*n  v.  Slauson, 
65  Cal.  425. 

139  Cniger  v.  Halliday,  11  Paige,  314. 

140  White  V.  Sheldon,  4  Nev.  280:  see  Howard  v.  PatterBOii» 
72  Me.  57;  Derome  v.  Vose,  140  Mass.  575. 
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known,  he  may  maintain  a  suit  for  a  breach  of  the  trust  against 
the  trustees,  without  joining  the  other  cestuis  que  trust}*^ 

I  365.  Notice  of  trust.  Where  an  assignment  is  made  to 
one  as  trustee  of  a  mercantile  firm,  and  he  receives  from  an 
obligor  a  deed  for  land  to  members  of  the  firm,  and  the  firm 
sold  the  land  to  their  successors  in  business,  some  of  the  origi- 
nal firm  being  a  portion  of  such  successors,  the  purchasers  are 
chargeable  with  notice  of  the  trust.^*f 

I  366.  Tnut  deed.  In  Nevada,  under  section  55  of  the 
statute  concerning  conveyances  (Statutes  of  1861),  a  declara- 
tion of  trust  as  to  land  must  be  by  deed  or  conveyance,  in 
writing,  subscribed  by  the  party  declaring  the  same,  or  by  his 
lawful  agent  thereunto  authorized  by  writing.*^' 

I  867.  Who  may  amign.  An  administrator  of  an  estate  in 
New  York  may  assign  a  judgment  obtained  there  by  an  in- 
testate against  one  who  has  since  removed  to  California.^** 

I  358.  Where  plaintiif  is  a  devisee. 

Form  No.  72. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff,  as  devisee  of  A.  B.,  deceased,  complains,  and 
alleges: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action  accrued  to  deceased.] 

II.  That  the  said  A.  B.  was  seised  of  the  estate  hereinbefore 

mentioned,  and  that  he  died  on  the day  of , 

18. . ,  at ,  and  by  his  last  will  devised  the  same  to 

this  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

141  Pickering  v.  DeRochemont,  45  N.  H.  67. 

142  Connelly  v.  Peck.  6  Cal.  348. 

143  Slme  V.  Howard,  4  Nev.  473;  and  see  Bowler  v.  CJlirler,  21 
Id.  158.  In  most  of  the  states  an  express  trust  In  lands  can  only 
be  created  by  a  written  instrument.  See  Barr  v.  O'Donnell,  76 
Cal.  460;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  242;  Doran  v.  Doran,  99  Cal.  311;  Green  v. 
Gates.  73  Md.  115;  Donlin  v.  Bradley.  119  111.  412. 

144  Low  V.  Burrows,  12  Cal.  181.  A  foreipn  executrix  may  main- 
tain an  action  in  California  In  her  indiTidual  name  on  a  Judgment 
recovered  by  her  as  executrix  in  another  state  on  a  debt  due  to  her 
testator,  and  the  averments  in  the  complaint  of  the  official  capacity 
of  the  plaintiff  are  mere  surplusage,  and  may  be  disregarded. 
Lewis  V.  Adams,  70  Cal.  403;  59  Am.  Rep.  423. 


^ 
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§  859.  Assets,  allegation  of.  Where  one  of  several  heirs  is 
sued  on  his  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  the  ancestor,  the  plain- 
tiff need  not  allege  that  the  defendant  or  heirs  had  assets.^^^ 
Where  the  will  by  construction  shows  an  intention  to  charge 
the  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  a  legacy,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  aver  in  the  bill  a  deficiency  of  personal  assets.**®  The  above 
form  df  allegation  is  sufficient  on  demurrer.**'' 

I  860.  By  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

Form  No.  73. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff,  as  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of 
. . . .- ,  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  a  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the  assignor.] 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said ajssigned  all  his  property, 

including  the  said  claim,  to  the  plaintifl!  [in  trust  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  all  his  debts]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  861.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  a  trustee 

of  an  express  trust,  and  as  such  he  is  entitled  to  sue,^*^  or  to 
defend  an  action,  without  joinder  of  a  beneficiary."*  He  must 
allege  in  his  complaint  that  he  sues  as  such,  or  the  court  will 
not  relieve  him  from  payment  of  costs  in  case  he  fails  in  the 
action.^*^  For  any  other  purpose  this  allegation  is  unneces- 
sary, as  he  is  assignee  of  an  express  trust,  has  the  entire  legal 
title,  and  may  sue  in  his  own  name  without  referring  to  his 
character  as  assignee.  ^'^^     But  an  assignment  by  a  creditor  of  a 

146  Elting  V.  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns.  237. 

146  Lewis  V.  Darling,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  1. 

147  Spier  V.  Robinson,  9  How.  Pr.  325. 

148  1  Danlell,  224;  Spragg  v.  Blnkes,  5  Ves.  587;  De  Golls  v.  Ward, 
3  P.  Wms.  311;  Kaye  v.  Foebroke,  8  Sim.  28;  Dyson  v.  Hornby,  7 
De  G.,  M  &  G.  1. 

149  Collet  V.  Woolaston,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  228;  Lloyd  v.  Lander,  5 
Mad.  282;  Sells  v.  Hubbell,  2  Johns.  Ch.  394;  Springer  v.  Vander- 
pool,  4  Edw.  Ch.  362;  Wakeman  v.  Grover,  4  Paige  Ch.  23;  Dlas 
V.  Bouchaud,  10  id.  445;  Ogden  v.  Prentice,  33  Barb.  161;  Langdon 
v.  Thompson,  25  Minn.  509. 

iw>  Murray  v.  Hendrickson,  6  Abb.  Pr.  96;  1  Bosw.  635. 

iM  Butterfield  v.  Macomber,  22  How.  Pr.  150:  Langdon  v.  Thomp- 
son, 25  Minn.  509;  and  see  Dambman  v.  White,  48  Cal.  439.  In 
Indiana*  a  complaint  In  an  action  by  a  party  claiming  as  assignee* 
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portion  of  a  debt  does  not  make  the  assignee  joint  owner  of  the 
whole^  and  he  i&  not  a  necessary  party  in  a  suit  for  its  r&- 
covery.^'* 

I  368.  AMignM  in  bankruptcy.  Proceedings  in  bankruptcy 
do  not  affect  the  previously  acquired  right  of  an  assignee  of  a 
chose  in  action  to  sue  in  the  bankrupt's  name.^^  In  Con- 
necticut, the  Insolvent  Act  of  1853  provides  that  all  the  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor  shall  be  vested  in  the  trustee,  and  that  the 
trustee  may  sue  in  his  own  name  on  all  choses  in  action.^*^ 

In  an  action  brought  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  as  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  does  not  depend  upon  the  voluntary  acts 
of  the  parties,  a  general  allegation  of  assignment  is  not  suffi- 
cient. The  plaintiff  must  set  out  the  facts  in  connection  with 
his  appointment.  Such  facts  must  be  alleged  in  a  manner  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  an  appointment  has  been  made,  and  so  as 
to  be  triable.**  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly 
appointed  on  a  certain  day  is  insufficient.**^  In  an  action 
brought  by  a  receiver  of  a  bank,  a  complaint  which  showed  such 
fact,  and  that  the  appointment  was  made  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
by  an  order  made  upon  a  certain  day,  upon  filing  seeurity,  and 
that  such  security  had  been  filed  .was  held  sufficient.**^^    In 

which  does  not  allege  that  the  assignment  has  been  duly  recorded, 
and  does  not  contain  a  copy  thereof,  is  insufficient  on  demurrer. 
Ross  y.  BosweU,  60  Ind.  235;  State  v.  Krugg,  82  id.  58. 

i92Leese  v.  Sherwood,  21  Cal.  152. 

iM  Hayes  v.  Pike.  17  N.  H.  504. 

iM  Hart  V.  Stone,  80  Conn.  94. 

16S  White  V.  Low,  7  Barb.  206.  The  fact  of  assignment  must  be 
aUeged,  otherwise  the  complaint  will  be  insufficient.  King  v.  Pel- 
ton.  63  GSal.  66.  The  plaintiff's  appointment  is  sufficiently  alleged 
by  an  averment  that  he  was  appointed  by  an  order  of  the  proper 
conrt  duly  given  and  made,  and  it  need  not  be  alleged  that  notice 
to  creditors  was  given  before  the  appointment,  or  that  they  failed 
to  act,  or  that  the  plaintiff  was  competent  to  be  appointed  assignee. 
Bun  V.  Houghton,  65  Cal.  422.  In  a  suit  prosecuted  or  defended 
by  the  assignee  under  the  Oalifomla  Insolvent  Act,  a  certifle<i 
copy  of  the  assignment  made  to  him  is  conclusive  evidence  of  his 
authority  to  sue,  or  defend.  Cal.  Insolvent  Act  (189o),  §  22;  and 
see  Fitzgerald  v.  Neustadt,  91  Cal.  600,  as  to  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  make  such  rule  of  evidence. 

15«  Gillet  V.  Fairchild,  4  Den.  80;  White  v.  Joy,  3  Kern.  83;  Bangs 
V.  Mcintosh,  23  Barb.  591. 

1B7  Stewart  v.  Beebe,  28  Barb.  34. 
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Ohio  a  similar  averment  was  held  good  on  demurrer,  although 
it  could  be  taken  advantage  of  on  motion.**®  It  is  irregular^ 
however,  to  allege  that  the  demand  is  the  property  of  the  as- 
signor, or  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  thereon  to  the  as- 
signor.*''^ 

I  868.  Who  may  aMigrn.  One  partner  of  a  firm,  sole  man- 
ager, his  copartners  being  absent  at  a  great  distance,  may  assign 
the  firm  property,  in  trusty  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  if  neces- 
sary for  their  protection.**^ 

108  Schrock  v.  City  of  Cleveland,  20  Ohio  St  490. 

iw  Palmer  v.  Smedley,  28  Barb.  468;  S.  C,  6  Abb.  Pr.  205;  com- 
pare Myers  v.  Machado,  id.  108;  S.  C,  14  How.  Pr.  140. 

100  Forbes  v.  Scannell,  18  Oil.  242;  and  see  Adee  v.  Cornell.  93 
N.  Y.  572:  Farwell  v.  Webstw,  71  Wis.  485;  Holland  v.  Drake,  29- 
Ohio  St  441. 


->  * 


CHAPTER  n. 

JOINT  TENANTS  AND  TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

I  864.  By  Joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common. 

Form  No.  74, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiffs  complain  and  allege: 

I.  That  the  property  hereinafter  mentioned  and  described 
is  owned  in  common  by  the  plaintiffs. 

II.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  365.  Who  are  tenants  in  common  or  Joint  tenants.  The 
rule  which  prevails  in  a  majority  of  the  states  of  the  Union  is, 
that  when  two  or  more  persons  succeed  by  inheritance  to  the 
same  land,  or  it  is  conveyed  to  them  by  the  same  instrument, 
without  express  direction  to  the  contrary,  their  interests  are 
those  of  tenants  in  common,  and  not  of  joint  tenants.^  The 
joint  proprietors  of  water  ditches  in  the  mining  districts,  in 
the  absence  of  any  special  facts  constituting  them  something 
else,  are  tenants  in  common  of  real  estate,  and  their  rights  in 
the  ditches  and  sales  of  water  are  governed  by  the  law  of 
tenancy  in  common.' 

I  866.  Legal  actions  by  owners  in  common  or  Joint  owners  of 
land.  The  provisions  of  the  Codes  of  the  various  states  provide 
that  ^^all  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
action,  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  may  be  joined 
as  plaintiffs,  except  as  otherwise  provided,"'  and  "  of  the  parties 
to  the  action,  those  who  are  united  in  interest  must  be  joined 
as  plaintiffs  or  defendants;  but  if  the  consent  of  any  one  who 
should  have  been  joined  as  plaintiff  can  not  be  obtained,  he 
may  be  made  a  defendant,  the  reason  thereof  being  stated  in 

I I  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.  409,  and  note. 

SBradlej'  v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  69;  McConuell  v.  Denver,  85  Id. 
369;  95  Am.  Dec.  107;  Hayes  v.  Fine,  91  Cal.  391;  Meagher  v. 
Hardenbrook,  11  Mont.  385;  Freem.  on  Cotenancy,  I  88. 

s  See  Gal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  SS  378,  381;  I  125,  ante. 
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the  complaint/'^  In  the  interpretation  of  these  provisions  in 
reference  to  actions  brought  by  tenants  in  common  or  joint 
tenants  of  land^  it  has  been  held  that  in  an  action  to  recover 
an  entire  rent  from  the  lessee^  or  from  one  to  whom  it  has  been 
paid,  all  the  tenants  in  common  may  join.*^  This,  however, 
is  unnecessary,  as  one  may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  his 
moiety  of  the  rent,  although  it  may  be  entire.*  To  recover 
for  torts  done  to  the  land,  such  as  nuisances  and  trespasses,  the 
rule  is  the  same  as  it  was  at  the  common  law,  and  all  the  ten- 
ants in  common  must  join  J  And  the  same  rule  applies  in 
actions  to  recover  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  land  to  several  ten- 
ants in  common.^ 

I  867.  Actions  to  recover  poeseeeion  of  land.  In  actions  to 
recover  the  possession  of  land,  all  the  owners  in  common  may 
join.*  Or  each  may  sue  to  recover  his  undivided  share.^® 
Whether,  in  such  action,  one  tenant  in  common  can  recover 
more  than  his  undivided  share,  where  the  entire  land  is  held 
adversely  by  the  defendant,  is  a  question  on  which  the  authori- 

4  See  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  i  382;  id.  389,  amendment  of  1807;  |  158, 

cnte. 
R  Marshall  v.  Moselej,  21  N.  Y.  280. 

6  Cruger  v.  McHenry,  41  N.  Y.  219;  Jones  v.  Felch,  3  Boew.  68; 
Porter  v.  Bleiler,  17  Barb.  149. 

7  Do  Puy  V.  Strong,  37  N.  Y.  372;  Hill  v.  Glbbs,  5  Hill,  56; 
Parke  v.  Kllham,  8  Cal.  77;  68  Am.  Dec.  310;  Wausau  Boom  Co.  v. 
Plumer,  49  Wis.  112;  Schiffer  v.  Eau  Claire,  51  Id.  385;  Seymour 
V.  Carpenter,  id.  413;  Van  Deusen  v.  Young,  29  Barb.  9;  Samuels 
V.  Blanchard.  25  Wis.  329;  Alford  v.  Dewin,  1  Nev.  207;  May  v. 
Slade.  24  Tex.  205;  White  v.  Brooks,  43  N.  H.  402;  Bullock  v. 
Hay  ward,  10  Allen,  460;  Mobley  v.  Bruner,  59  Penn.  St  481;  98  Am. 
Dec.  360.  The  several  owners  of  the  waters  of  a  stream  may 
unite  as  plaintiffs  In  an  action  to  restrain  a  diversion  of  the  waters 
by  a  third  person,  or  to  abate  a  nuisance  therein,  but  they  can  nat 
for  that  reason  unite  in  an  action  for  damages.  And  if  they  Join 
as  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  damages,  and  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  the  further  diversion  of  the  waters, 
the  complaint  is  subject  to  demurrer,  both  for  a  misjoinder  of 
parties  plaintiff  and  for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  Fore- 
man V.  Boyle,  88  Cal.  290. 

a  Lawrence  v.  Montgomery,  37  Cal.  183;  Foster  v.  Elliott,  33 
Iowa,  216. 

»  Hasbrouck  v.  Bunce,  62  N.  Y.  475;  Cook  v.  Wardens  of  St.  Paul's 
Ch..  5  Hnn,  293;  Cruger  v.  McLanry,  41  N.  Y.  219;  Fisher  v. 
Hall  id.  416. 

lOMoronhaut  v.  Wilson.  .^i2  Cal.  262;  GoUer  v.  Fett,  30  id.  431; 
Covillaud  v.  Tanner,  7  id.  38. 
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ties  materially  differ.  In  some  of  the  states  the  recovery  of 
the  tenant  in  common  is  limited  to  the  amount  to  which  he 
oan  show  title  in  himself;  that  is^  to  his  own  share.^^  On  the 
other  hand^  the  rule  is  equally  well  settled  in  other  of  the  states, 
that  one  tenant  in  common  can  recover  possession  of  the  entire 
premises  as  against  a  mere  trespasser  without  joining  his  co- 
tenants,  either  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants.^  The  reasons  of  this 
rule  are  that  one  tenant  in  common  has  a  right  of  enjojrment 
of  and  possession  to  the  whole  of  the  common  property,  and 
although  he  can  not  possess  in  severalty  before  partition,  still 
^each  and  every  one  of  them  has  a  right  to  enter  upon  and  oc- 
■cupy  the  whole  of  the  common  lands,  and  every  part  thereof.^' 
In  most  of  the  states,  although  their  Codes  permit  actions  to 
be  brought  either  by  all  the  tenants  in  common  for  the  whole 
of  the  common  property,  or  by  one  for  his  undivided  share, 
they  do  not  permit  actions  to  be  brought  by  more  than  one  and 
less  than  all.^^  In  California,  however,  a  special  provision  of 
the  Code  permits  any  number  of  joint  owners,  or  owners  in 
common,  either  to  commence  or  to  defend  such  actions.^  And 
the  same  is  so  in  Missouri  and  Nevada.^*  The  Code  of  Cali- 
fornia also  provides  that  **  any  two  or  more  persons  claiming 

11  Mobley  v.  Bmner,  58  Penn.  St.  481;  d8  Am.  Dec.  860;  Mlnke  v. 
MeNamee.  30  Md.  294;  Gray  v.  Glvens,  26  Mo.  281;  Dewey  v.  Brown, 
2  Pick.  387. 

12  Treat  v.  BeUly,  35  Gal.  128;  Hart  v.  Bobertson,  21  id.  346; 
WiDthrop  V.  Grimes,  Wright  330;  Dolph  v.  Barney,  5  Oreg.  181; 
French  v.  Edwards,  5  Sawy.  268;  Le  Franc  v.  Bichmond,  id.  601; 
Sharon  v.  Davidson,  4  Nev.  416:  Hibbard  v.  Foster,  24  Vt.  542; 
Robinson  v.  Roberts,  31  Conn.  145;  OoUier  v.  Oorbett,  15  Gal.  183; 
Stark  V.  Barrett,  15  id.  361. 

isTevlB  V.  Hicks.  38  Cal.  234;  CarpenUer  v.  Webster,  27  id.  545. 

w  Fisher  v.  Hall.  41  N.  Y.  416;  Hubbell  v.  Lerch,  58  id.  237;  Has- 
brouck  V.  Bunce,'  62  id.  475. 

15  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  fi  384;  GoUer  v.  Fett,  30  Oal.  481;  Touchard 
T.  Keyes,  21  id.  202;  Reynolds  v.  Hosmer,  45  Id.  616.  Under  this 
provision  of  the  Code  one  tenant  in  common  can  recover  posses- 
sion (^  the  entire  premises,  as  against  a  mere  trespasser,  without 
Joining  his  cotenants  as  plaintiffs.  Moulton  v.  McDermott,  80  Cal. 
628;  Hopkins  v.  Noyes.  4  Mont.  550.  He  may,  without  joining  the 
other  cotenants.  maintain  an  action  of  unlawful  detainer.  Lee 
Chuck  V.  Quam  Wo  Chong,  81  Cal.  583;  and  one  tenant  in  common 
of  water  may  sue  alone  to  protect  it  or  recover  it  from  a  trespasser. 
Lytic  Creek  Water  Co.  v.  Perdew,  65  Cal.  447;  Himes  v.  Johnson, 
.61  id.  258;  Spanish  Fork  City  v.  Hopper.  7  Utah,  235. 

i«Wag.  Stat.  558,  §  3;  Comp.  Laws  Nev.  (1873),  I  1077. 
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any  estate  or  interest  in  lands,  under  a  common  source  of  title,, 
whether  holding  as  tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  coparce- 
ners, or  in  severalty,  may  unite  in  an  action  against  any  per- 
son claiming  an  adverse  estate  or  interest  therein,  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  such  adverse  claim,  or  of  establishing  such 
common  source  of  title,  or  of  declaring  the  same  to  be  held  in 
trust,  or  of  removing  a  cloud  upon  the  same/'^'' 

i  808.  Action  by  tenant  In  common  against  cotenant.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  a  tenant  in  common  against  his  cotenant,  in  the  sole 
possession  of  the  premises,  to  recover  a  share  of  the  profits  of 
the  estate,  a  complaint  which  avers  a  tenancy  in  common  be- 
tween the  parties;  the  sole  and  exclusive  possession  of  the 
premises  by  the  defendant;  the  receipt  by  him  of  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof;  a  demand  by  the  plaintiff  of  an 
account  of  the  same,  and  the  payment  of  his  share;  the  de- 
fendant's refusal;  and  that  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  amount 
to  eighty-four  thousand  dollars,  is  insufficient  to  support  the 
action.  The  action  is  a  common-law  action  of  account;  and^ 
viewed  in  this  light,  the  complaint  should  aver  that  the  defend- 
ant occupied  the  premises  upon  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff^ 
as  receiver  or  bailee  of  his  share  of  the  rents  and  profits.  It 
is  essential  to  a  recovery  that  it  be  alleged.^®  A  tenant  in  com- 
mon may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  against  his  cotenant  who  has 
exclusively  occupied  a  salt  well  and  works,  and  a  coal  mine,  the 
common  property,  for  an  account  of  rents  and  profits.  The 
defendant,  in  such  case,  is  liable  for  "receiving  more  than 
comes  to  his  just  share  or  proportion,^'  under  Stat.  4  Anne, 
chapter  16,  section  27.^®  A  tenant  in  common  of  lands,  em- 
ployed as  agent  by  common  agreement  between  himself  and  co- 
tenant,  to  take  charge  of  the  land,  make  sales  thereof  at  certain 
prices,  receiving  a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  on  sales,  may  sue 
his  cotenant  for  services  in  respect  to  the  land  outside  of  selling 
it.^  Several  persons  owning  a  tract  of  mining  claims,  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  acting  under  a  company  name,  can  not,  in  the 
name  of  the  company,  take  or  hold  the  interest  of  any  one  or 

17  Cal.  CJode  Civ.  Pro.,  §  381. 

18  Pico  V.  Columbet,  12  Cal.  414;  73  Am.  Dec.  550;  see  Howard  v. 
Throckmorton,  59  Cal.  79;  McCord  v.  Mining  Ca,  64  id.  135,  146k 
Marx  V.  Goodnough,  16  Oreg.  26,  32. 

i»  Earley  v.  Friend,  10  Gratt.  21. 
ao  Thompson  v.  Salmon,  18  Cal.  632. 
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more  by  forfeiture.^  If  two  are  tenants  in  common  of  personal 
property,  and  the  sheriflf,  in  an  action  against  one  of  tl^em,  at- 
taches his  interest  in  the  common  property,  he  may  take  all 
the  property  into  his  possession  without  being  guilty  of  a  con- 
version of  the  other  tenant's  share.^ 

21  'Wiseman  y.  McNulty,  25  Cal.  230;  Dutch  Flat  Go.  t.  Mooney, 
12  Id.  634. 

22  Teach  v.  Adams^  51  Cal.  600.  A  tenant  in  common  in  a  chattel 
can  not  maintain  an  action  against  his  cotenant  for  a  recovery  of 
the  specific  chattel  or  for  his  undivided  interest  therein.  Balch  v. 
Jones,  61  Oal.  234;  compare  Hewlet  v.  Owens^  60  id.  474;  Hill  y. 
Seager,  8  Utah,  870,  880. 


CHAPTER  m. 

CORPORATIONS. 

I  869.  Bjr  a  foreign  eorporation. 

Farm  No.  75. 

[TiTLB.] 


The  Company,  Plaintiff* 

against 
^ohn  Doe,  Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  it  is  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Nevada^  for  the  purpose  of  [here  state  the 
purpose]  9  and  is  doing  business  as  such  in  its  said  corporate 
name. 

II.  [State  the  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  870.  EzlBtence  of  foreigpa  and  domestic  corporations.  Al* 
though  a  corporate  body  may  carry  on  business  beyond  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  state  which  created  it,  it  has  no  cor- 
porate existence  beyond  those  limits/  and  a  corporation  which 
owes  its  existence  to  the  laws  of  several  states  must  be  considered 
as  a  domestic  corporation  in  each  of  such  states.^  In  the  latter 
case  each  charter  creates  a  legal  entity  to  be  recognized  within 
its  own  state.'  In  the  case  of  a  foreign  corporation  its  exist- 
ence is  a  question  of  fact,  which  it  has  been  held  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine.*  The  right  of  a  domestic  corporation  to  act  as 
such  can  not  be  questioned  collaterally.^     And  where  defendants 

1  Day  V.  Newark  India  Rubber  Co..  1  Blatchf.  028;  Bank  of  Au- 
gusta V.  Earle,  13  Pet.  588;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  IL  Co.  v.  Wheeler^  1 
Black,  286;  and  see  Colorado  Iron  Works  v.  Mining  Co.,  15  Col. 
499;  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  433;  Wilson  v.  Fire  Alarm  Co.,  149  Mass.  24. 

2  State  V.  Northern  Central  Ry.  Co.,  18  Md.  193;  Sprague  y.  Hart- 
ford, etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  5  R.  I.  233. 

8  Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Wheeler,  1  Black,  286. 
4Lindaur  y.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.,  13  Ark,  461. 
ADean  v.  Davis,  61  Cal.  407. 
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• 

are  alleged  to  be  a  corporation  doing  business  within  the  state^ 
courts  will  not  presume  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it  is  a  foreign 
corporation.^  The  national  banks  organized  and  doing  business 
imder  the  acts  of  Congress  are  to  be  regarded  as  foreign  cor- 
porations, within  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  au- 
thorizing actions  to  be  brought  and  attachments  to  be  issued 
against  corporations  J 

i  371.  Bights  and  liabilities  of  foreigpa  corporations.  When  a 
foreign  corporation  comes  by  its  officers  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  another  state  to  engage  in  business,  it  becomes  amenable 
to  ihe  laws  of  the  latter  state,  and  can  not  escape  the  conse- 
quences of  its  illegal  acts  by  setting  up  its  existence  under  a 
foreign  government.®  Such  corporations  are  deemed  "per- 
sons," within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  relating  to  taxation, 
unless  a  different  intent  is  indicated  in  the  statute.® 

In  New  York  one  foreign  corporation  may  sue  another  in  the 
courts  of  that  state,  upon  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  it.*^  But 
a  complaint  against  a  foreign  corporation  must  either  allege 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  residents  of  that  state,  or  that  the  cause 
of  action  arose,  or  the  subject  of  the  action  is  situated,  within 
the  state.  If  such  allegations  are  omitted,  the  complaint  may 
be  dismissed  on  motion.^*  A  corporation  created  by  the  laws  of 
one  state,  and  composed  entirely  of  citizens  of  that  state,  is 
not  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
another  state  in  which  it  may  be  engaged  in  business.*^  Nor  is 
it  entitled  to  privileges  which  by  the  statutes  of  the  latter  are 
confined  to  corporations  created  by  the  laws  of  that  state.*' 

•  Acome  v.  American  Mineral  Co.,  11  How.  Pr.  24.  When  the 
caption  of  the  complaint  gives  the  title  of  the  corporation  with  the 
addition,  "a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa," 
and  the  corporation  was  referred  to  in  the  allegations  by  the  cor- 
porate name,  the  averment  of  a  corporate  capacity  is  8Ufl9cient. 
Saunders  v.  Sioux  City  Nursery,  6  Utah,  431. 

''Bowen  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Medina,  34  How.  Pr.  408;  Cooke 
T.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  339. 

s  Austin  V.  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Dutch.  881;  People  v. 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  of  N.  J.,  48  Barb.  478;  Warren  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Aetna 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Paine,  501. 

»  British  Comm.  Uf  e  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com'rs  of  Taces,  28  How.  Pr.  41. 

10  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Rutland  &  Wash.  R.  R.  Co.,  10  How. 
Pr.  1. 

11  House  V.  Cooper,  16  How.  Pr.  202. 

18  Bank  of  Aujornsta  v.  Earle,  19  Pet.  519. 
K  Myers  v.  Manhattan  Bank,  20  Ohio,  28S. 
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Nor  does  the  provision  of  the  United  States  Constitution,  guar- 
anteeing to  citizens  of  each  state  all  the  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  citizens  in  the  several  states,  prevent  a  state  from 
regulating  or  restricting  the  business  of  a  corporation  created 
by  the  laws  of  another  state,  and  imposing  terms  on  its  right 
to  carry  on  business  within  its  boundaries.^*  In  a  recent  case 
in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  the  nature  and  extent  of 
state  jurisdiction,  and  the  duty  of  the  comity  which  one  state 
owes  to  foreign  states,  were  considered  and  explained.**^  A 
complaint  in  an  action  which  states  that  the  defendant  is  a 
corporation,  and  fails  to  state  whether  it  is  a  domestic  or  foreign 
corporation,  and  if  the  latter  under  the  laws  of  what  sovereignty 
incorporated,  is  defective  as  not  complying  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  1775,  New  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
Such  defect  is  not,  however,  a  ground  of  demurrer,  but^  the  sub- 
ject of  a  motion  to  compel  its  correction.^®  The  allegation  that 
the  defendant  is  a  corporation  is  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action, 
but  simply  relates  to  the  character  or  capacity  of  the  defendant.*'' 

fi  872.  By  or  against  a  domestic  corporation. 

Form  No.  76. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  it  is  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  this  state,  and  as  such  doing  business  in  its  corporate 
name  of  [insert  name  of  corporation],  [or  that  the  defendant 
is  a  corporation  created  by  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  this 
state]. 

II.  [State  cause  of  action,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

14  Paul  V.  Virginia,  9  Wall.  168;  Ducat  v.  Chicago,  10  Id.  410; 
Liverpool  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Massachusetts,  id.  567;  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Morse,  20 
id.  457:  Ix>uiBiana  v.  Lathrop.  10  La.  Ann.  398;  Doyle  v.  Continental 
Ins.  Co.,  94  U.  S.  540:  Tiamb  v.  Lamb,  6  Biss.  420:  Hoffman  y. 
Banks,  41  Ind.  1;  Rising  Sun  Ins.  Co.  v.  Slaughter.  20  id.  520; 
Wash.  Co.  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hasting,  84  Mass.  396;  Williams  v. 
Cheney,  74  id.  206;  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  O.,  1  Woods,  89:  Ex  parte 
Robinson,  12  Nev.  263;  28  Am.  Rep.  794;  Ex  parte  Cohn,  13  Nev.  424. 

15  Merrick  v.  Van  Santvoord,  34  N.  Y.  208;  see,  also.  Common- 
wealth V.  Railroad  Co..  129  Penn.  St.  463;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  724; 
Cowell  V.  Springs  Co..  100  U.  S.  55;  Cooper  Mfg.  Oo.  v.  Ferguson, 
113  id.  727. 

i«  Harmon  v.  Vanderbilt  Hotel  Co.,  79  Hun,  392. 
17  Fox  V.  Erie  Preserving  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  54;  and  see  Phoenix  'Bank 
V.  Donnell,  40  id.  410. 
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I  373.  Allegation  of  corporate  existence.  In  the  common- 
law  system  of  pleading,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  corporation, 
the  rule  was  established  by  the  weight  of  authority,  that  the 
declaration  need  not  contain  an  allegation  of  corporate  exist- 
ence, although  the  plaintiff  is  not  such  a  corporation  that  its 
existence  will  be  judicially  taken  cognizance  of.*^  Under  such 
system  the  defendant  might  join  issue  on  the  fact  of  the  plain- 
tiff's corporate  capacity,  so  as  to  compel  it  to  give  evidence 
thereof.  How  such  issue  was  joined  differed  in  the  several 
states.  In  England,  and  in  many  of  the  states,  pleading  the 
general  issue  was  sufficient.^*  On  the  contrary,  other  states  es- 
tablished the  rule  that  by  pleading  the  general  issue,  the  plain- 
tiff's corporate  capacity  was  admitted,  and  if  the  defendant 
wished  to  raise  an  issue  to  such  fact  it  must  be  by  a  plea  in 
abatement  or  a  plea  in  bar.*^ 

In  those  states  which  have  adopted  Codes  of  Procedure,  the 
<}uestion  whether  or  not  a  corporation  must  allege  its  corporate 
existence,  in  an  action  brought  by  it,  has  been  answered  in  so 
many  ways  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  reconcile 
the  decisions.  Some  of  the  states  have  made  special  enactments 
which  cover  this  question.     Thus  the  Code  of  Iowa  provides 

iSAng.  &  Ames  on  Oorp.,  §  632,  n.  2;  Harris  v.  Muskingum 
Mfg.  Co.,  4  Blackf.  267;  29  Am.  Dee.  372;  Bennington  Iron  Co.  v. 
Rutherford,  US  N.  J.  L.  107;  35  Am.  Dec.  528;  Bees  v.  Oonocoche- 
ague  Bank,  5  Rand.  326;  Richardson  v.  St.  Joseph  Iron  Co.,  5 
Blackf.  146;  33  Am.  Dec.  4*80;  Zion  Church  v.  St.  Peter's  Church. 
5  Watts  &  S.  215;  Union  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  Osgood,  1  Duer,  707: 
Kennedy  v.  Cotton.  28  Barb.  50;  La  Fayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ropers,  IV) 
id.  491;  Phoenix  Bank  v.  Donnell,  41  Id.  571;  Frye  v.  Bank  of 
Illinois,  10  111.  332;  Heaaten  v.  Cincinnati,  etc..  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Ind. 
275;  79  Am.  Dec.  430:  German  Ref.  Ch.  v.  Von  Pnechelsteln.  27 
N.  J.  Eq.  30:  Gillett  v.  American,  etc.,  Ware  Co.,  20  Gratt.  r)(r>: 
Odd  Fellows'  Bid.  Ass'n  v.  Hogan.  28  Ark.  261;  Wilson  v.  Sj^ragiio 
M.  M.  Co..  55  Ga.  672;  Adams  Express  Co.  v.  Hill,  43  Ind.  157. 

!•  Rees  V.  Conococheagne  Bank.  5  Rand.  326:  16  Am.  Doc.  75."): 
Hargrave  v.  Bank  of  Illinois,  Breese,  122;  Jones  v.  Bank  of 
lUinois,  id.  124;  Lewis  v.  Bank  of  Ky„  12  Ohio,  132;  40  Am.  Dec. 
460;  Henriques  v.  Dutch  West  India  Co..  2  Ld.  Raym.  1535;  Jackson 
V.  Plumbe,  8  Johns.  378:  Dutchess  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis,  14  Id.  245; 
Bank  of  Auburn  v.  Weed.  19  id.  303;  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Cow. 
139:  14  Am.  Dec.  431. 

ao  Society,  etc.  v.  Pawlet,  4  Pet.  480;  Zion  Church  v.  St  Peter's 
Church.  5  Watts  &  S.  215;  Christian  Society  v.  Macomber.  3  Mete. 
235:  School  District  t.  Blaisdell.  6  X.  H.  197:  Langdon  v.  Potter^ 
11  Mass.  313;  Boston  Type  Foundry  v.  Spooner,  5  Vt.  93. 
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that  "  a  plaintiff,  suing  as  a  corporation,  partnership,  executor, 
guardian,  or  in  any  other  way  implying  corporate,  partnership, 
representative,  or  other  than  individual  capacity,  need  not  state 
the  facts  constituting  such  capacity  or  relation,  but  may  aver 
generally,  or  as  a  legal  conclusion,  such  capacity  or  relation; 
and  when  defendant  is  held  in  such  capacity  or  relation,  a 
plaintiff  may  aver  such  capacity  or  relation  in  the  same  general 
way/*^  In  Minnesota  it  is  provided,  that  "in  actions  by  or 
against  corporations  created  by  or  under  the  laws  of  this  state, 
it  is  sufficient  to  refer  in  the  complaint  or  answer  to  the  act  of 
incorporation,  ox  the  proceeding  by  which  such  corporation  was 
created."  In  that  state  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  statute 
creating  the  corporation  requires  certain  acts  to  be  done  before 
it  can  be  considered  in  esse,  the  complaint  must  show  that  such 
acts  have  been  done.^  In  CalifomiaL,  the  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  corporation,  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 
of  the  state,  has  been  held,  on  demurrer,  a  sufficient  allegation 
of  the  plaintiff's  corporate  capacity.^  And  the  same  allegation 
has  been  held  sufficient  in  Iowa  under  the  statute;^  and  in 
Minnesota.*  In  Kansas  the  common-law  rule  seems  to  have 
been  adopted,  and  no  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corpora- 
tion is  essential.^  And  the  same  is  true  in  Indiana.^  In  Wis- 
consin it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  the  plaintiff  need  not 
prove  its  corporate  existence,  unless  it  has  been  specially  denied, 
and  that  the  allegation  thereof  may  be  made  by  reference  to  the 
title  of  the  act  of  incorporation.  And  this  rule  applies  to  for- 
eign as  well  as  to  domestic  corporations,^    In  New  York,  in 

21  CJode  (1873),  §  2716;  Code  Pro.,  §  98. 

22  St.  Paul  Division  No.  1  v.  Brown,  9  Minn.  157. 

28Cal.  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wright,  6  Oal.  258.  An  averment  of 
the  existence  of  a  de  facto  corporation  Is  as  issuable  as  an  averment 
of  the  existence  of  a  corporation  de  jure.  Martin  v.  Deetz,  102 
Cal.  55;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  151. 

24  Root  V.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  29  Iowa,  102;  Savings  Bank 
V.  Horn,  41  Id.  55. 

20  Broome  v.  Galena,  etc.,  Packet  Co.,  9  Minn.  239;  Dodge  v. 
Minnesota  Plastic,  etc.,  Co.,  14  id.  49. 

26  Ryan  V.  Fanners'  Bank,  5  Kan.  658;  Campbell  v.  Blanke,  13 
id.  62. 

2TO'Donald  v.  Evansville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Ind.  269. 

28  R.  s.,  chap.  148,  58  3.  11;  Farmers'  Ixmn,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Fisher,  17 
Wis.  114;  Connecticut  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cross,  18  id.  109.  In 
this  latter  cape  it  was  held  that  In  an  action  by  a  foreign  insurance 
company  to  recover  money  loaned,  it  Is  not  necessary  to  set  cot 
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suits  by  a  domestic  corporation,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
the  plaintiff's  incorporation,  because  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Kevised  Statutes,  which  have  been  held  to  be  in  force  notwith- 
standing the  enactment  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  proof  of  such 
incorporation  was  not  necessary,  unless  the  defendant  specially 
denied  it.*  In  the  case  of  a  foreign  corporation,  however,  there 
is  no  such  statute  applicable,  and  its  existence  must  be  alleged, 
and  proved  on  the  trial.^  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  set 
forth  the  specific  powers  of  the  corporation  to  enter  into  the 
transaction  under  which  the  cause  of  action  arose.*^  But  where 
an  officer  of  a  foreign  corporation  sues  in  his  own  name  on  be- 
half of  his  company,  his  complaint  must  state  facts  showing 
his  authority  to  sue  on  their  behalf.  Merely  alleging  authority 
is  not  enough.*^  And  whenever  it  is  necessary  to  aver  the 
existence  of  a  corporation,  it  may  be  done  by  referring  to  the  title 
of  the  act  incorporating  it,  and  the  date  of  its  passage.  The 
substance  thereof  need  not  be  set  forth.**  Where  the  original 
act  is  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  a  vague  reference  to  other 
general  statutes  affecting  it  does  not  render  the  complaint  de- 
murrable;** but  the  title  of  the  act  must  be  set  forth  with 

In  the  complaint  m  kaec  verba  that  portion  of  the  plalntifT's  charter 
which  confers  the  power  to  loan  money. 

2»  Shoe  &  Leather  Bank  v.  Brown,  9  Abb.  Pr.  218;  Phoenix  Bank 
v.  Donnell,  40  N.  Y.  410;  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  37  id. 
648;  Union  Marine  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Osgood,  1  Duer,  707;  Oanandarqua 
Academy  v.  McKechnle,  19  Hun,  62;  Acome  v.  American  Min.  Ck)., 
11  How.  Pr.  24;  Llghte  v.  Everett  Fire  Ins.  <>>.,  5  Bosw.  716: 
La  Fayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers.  30  Barb.  491;  Elizabethport  Mfg.  C^. 
V.  CampbeU,  13  Abb.  Pr.  86;  Academy  v.  McKeclinie,  90  Oal.  618; 
and  see,  also.  Cement  Co.  v.  Nobel,  15  Fed.  Rep.  502;  Saunders  v. 
Slonx  City  Nursery,  6  Utah,  431. 

sowatervlUe  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bryan,  14  Barb.  182;  Connecticut  Bank 
V.  Smith,  9  Abb.  Pr.  175;  Myers  v.  Machado,  14  How.  Pr.  149; 
Loaners*  Bank  v.  Jaeoby,  10  Hun«  143;  see  fi  370,  ante. 

81  Reformed  Dutch  Church  v.  Veeder,  4  Wend.  494;  Struver  v. 
Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  9  Abb.  Pr.  23;  Perkins  v.  Church,  31  Barb.  84; 
Marine,  etc..  Bank  v.  Jauncey,  1  Id.  486;  compare,  however,  Cam- 
den, etc.,  Co.  V.  Remer,  4  Id.  127;  Bard  v.  Chamberlain,  3  Sandf. 
Ch.  31,  where  It  Is  said  that  the  power  of  a  foreign  corporation 
to  make  the  contract  which  is  sought  to  be  enforced  must  be  set 
forth. 

92  Myers  v.  Machado,  6  Abb.  Pr.  198. 

MCal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  459;  N.  Y.  Code,  §  163;  United  States 
Bank  v.  Hasklns.  1  Johns.  Cae.  132. 

MBun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dwlght,  1  Hilt.  50. 
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accuracy.^  In  an  action  by  a  corporation  in  relation  to  its 
property,  it  is  not  essential  to  a  statement  of  a  complete  cause 
of  action  that  the  complaint  should  show  that  the  plaintiff 
has  complied  with  the  requirements  of  section  299  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Civil  Code,  with  respect  to  the  filing  of  a  copy  of  its 
articles  of  incorporation  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk.^* 
Failure  to  comply  with  such  requirements  can  only  be  made 
available  by  specially  pleading  it  in  the  answer  as  matter  of 
abatement  to  the  action.^^  In  an  action  against  a  private  cor- 
poration, it  is  necessary  to  allege  its  corporate  character,  and 
without  this  averment,  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.^  An  averment  of 
the  defendant's  corporate  existence  is  held  to  be  necessarj'  in 
every  count  of  a  complaint  against  a  corporation.^  And  in 
an  action  to  enforce  the  forfeiture  of  a  corporate  franchise  on 
account  of  nonuser  and  misuser,  the  complaint  must  specifically 
allege  that  the  defendant  has  a  legal  existence  as  a  corporation.*^ 
Where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  a  corporation 
organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  the  only 
answer  of  the  corporation  is  a  general  denial,  it  can  not  after- 
wards complain  that  there  was  no  affirmative  proof  of  its  cor- 
porate existence.*^ 

§  374.  Collateral  attack  on  corporate  existence.  Where  the 
plaintiff  enters  into  a  contract  with  a  defendant,  by  a  corporate 
name,  and  afterwards  sues  it  as  such  corporation,  the  general 
rule  established  by  the  weight  of  authority  is,  that  the  defend- 
ant is  estopped  to  deny  its  corporate  existence.*^    The  Civil 

35  Union  Bank  v.  Dewey,  1  Sandf.  509.  For  form  of  averment, 
see  New  York  Floating  Derrick  Co.  v.  New  Jersey  Oil  Co.,  3  Duer, 
648. 

30  Ontario  State  Bank  v.  Tibbits,  80  Cal.  68;  and  see  PhiUips  v. 
Goldtree,  74  id.  151;  compare  Labory  v.  Orphan  Asylum,  97  id.  270; 
Mora  V.  Murphy,  83  Id.  12. 

37  South  Yuba,  etc..  Water  Co.  v.  Rosa,  80  Cal.  333.  The  pro- 
visions of  section  299  of  the  Civil  Code  do  not  apply  to  or  include 
foreign  corporations.    Id. 

38  Miller  v.  Pine  Min.  Co..  2  Idaho,  1206;  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  289. 

39  Loup  V.  Railroad  Co..  63  Cal.  99;  and  see  People  v.  Cent  Pae. 
R.  R.  Co;.  83  id.  393. 

40  People  V.  Stanford.  77  Cal.  360;  compare  People  v.  Montecito 
Water  Co.,  97  id.  276;  33  Am.   St.  Rep.  172. 

41  Garncan  v.  Port  Blakely  Mill  Co..  8  Wash.  St.  46V. 

42  National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bowman,  60  Mo.  252;  Farmers*,  etc.,  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Needles,  52  id.  17;  Congregational  Soc.  v.  Perry.  6  N.  H. 
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(  ode  of  California,  which  provides  a  general  law  for  the  forma- 
tion of  corporations,  has  enacted  that  "if  a  corporation  does 
not  organize  and  commence  the  transaction  of  its  business  or 
the  construction  of  its  works  within  one  year  from  the  date  of 
its  incorporation,  its  corporate  powers  cease.  The  due  incor- 
poration of  any  company,  claiming  in  good  faith  to  be  a 
corporation  under  this  part,  and  doing  business  as  such,  or  its 
right  to  exercise  corp)orate  powers,  shall  not  be  inquired  into, 
collaterally,  in  any  private  suit  to  which  such  de  facto  corpora- 
tion may  be  a  party,  but  such  inquiry  may  be  had  at  the  suit  of 
the  state  on  information  of  the  attorney-general."*^  The  gen- 
eral rule  thus  reduced  to  statutory  form  in  California  has  been 
adopted  in  many  of  the  states,  and  may  be  considered  as  the 
correct  statement  of  the  law  on  this  subject.** 

164;  25  Am.  Dec.  455;  Henriques  v.  Dutch  West  India  Co..  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1535;  People  v.  Ravenswood  Turnpike  Co.,  20  Barb.  518; 
Connecticut  Bank  v.  Smith,  17  How.  Pr.  487;  All  Saints*  Church 
V.  Lovett,  1  Hall,  213;  Ryan  v.  Vanlandingham,  7  Ind.  416;  Brook- 
ville,  etc.,  Turnpike  Co.  v.  McCarty,  8  id.  392;  65  Am.  Dec.  768; 
Tar  River  Nav.  Co.  v.  Neal,  3  Hawks,  520;  Worchester  Med.  Inst, 
r.  Harding,  11  Cush.  285;  Snider,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Troy.  91  Ala.  224;  24 
Am.  St.  Rep.  887;  Gunther  v.  New  Orleans,  etc.,  Ass'n,  40  La  Ann. 
776;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  554;  but  see  contra^  Welland  Canal  Co.  v. 
Hathaway,  8  Wend.  480;  24  Am.  Dec.  51. 

43Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  358. 

« Oroville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Plumas  County,  37  Cal.  355; 
Dannebroge  Mining  Co.  v.  Ailment,  2©  Id.  286;  Stockton,  etc., 
Road  Co.  V.  Stockton,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  45  id.  680;  Bakersfleld  T.  H. 
A8s*n  V.  Chester,  55  id.  98;  Hughes  v.  Bank  of  Somerset,  5  Litt.  45; 
Searsburg  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Cutler,  6  Vt.  315;  Tar  River  Nav.  Co. 
V.  Neal.  3  Hawks,  520;  Palmer  v.  Lawrence,  3  Sandf.  161;  Brook- 
ville,  etc.,  Turnpike  Co.  v.  McCarty,  8  Ind.  392;  65  Am.  Dec.  768; 
John  V.  Farmers'  Bank,  2  Blackf.  367;  20  Am.  Dec.  119;  Trumbull 
Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Honer,  17  Ohio,  407;  49  Am.  Dec.  463;  Rice 
V.  Rock  Island,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  21  111.  93;  Tarbell  v.  Page,  24  lU.  46. 
In  Oroville.  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Plumas  County,  supra,  in  con- 
struing the  section  of  the  California  Code  above  cited  the  court 
said:  "  This  provision  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  precluding 
a  private  person  from  denying  the  existence  de  jure  or  de  facto 
of  an  alleged  corporation.  It  can  not  be  true  that  the  mere  allega- 
tion that  a  party  is  a  corporation  puts  the  question  whether  it  Is 
such  a  corporation  l)eyond  the  reach  of  inquiry  In  a  suit  with  a 
private  person.  It  must  l>e  a  corporation  either  de  jure  or  de  facto, 
or  it  has  no  legal  capacity  to  sue  or  be  sued,  nor  any  capacity  of  any 
kind.  It  is  an  indispensable  allegation  in  an  action  brought  by 
a  corporation,  that  the  plaintiff  Is  a  corporation;  and  it  results 
from  the  logic  of  pleading  that  the  opposite  party  may  deny  the 
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S  375.  Incorporation  inferred  and  how  proved. .  Where,  in  an 
action  brought  against  the  directors  of  a  corporation,  facts  are 
stated  in  the  complaint  which  show  that  the  defendants  be- 
came a  body  corporate,  no  special  averment  to  that  effect  is 
necessary.  The  fact  of  incorporation  is,  then,  an  inference  of 
law.**  Proof  of  the  fact  of  incorporation  may  be  made  by  evi- 
dence of  the  charter  or  general  act,  or  by  organization  and 
user.^ 

§  876.  Contracts  made  for,  bat  not  in  name  of  corporation, 
how  alleged.  A  corporation  is  recognized  in  law  by  its  cor- 
porate name,  and  must  sue  and  be  sued  by  such  name,  under 

aUegatlon.  *  *  *  It  is  not  contemplated  that  the  allegation 
that  the  compatiy  was  duly  organized  should  put  the  fact  beyond 
dispute  and  dispense  with  all  evidence.  The  statute  furnislies  a 
rule  of  evidence.  It  is  declared  that  the  due  incorporation  of 
any  company  shall  not  be  inquired  into  collaterally  in  any  private 
suit,  etc.,  in  a  certain  case;  that  is  when  the  company  claims  in 
good  faith  to  be  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  is 
doing  business  as  such  corporation.  The  alleged  corporation  must 
claim  in  good  faith  that  it  is  such  a  corporation;  and  then  its  due 
incorporation  can  not  be  inquired  into  collaterally.  To  say  that 
the  '  due  incorporation '  can  not  be  inquired  into  collaterally, 
does  not  mean  that  no  inquiry  can  be  made  as  to  whether  It  is  a 
corporation.  Many  of  the  acts  required  to  be  performed  in  order 
to  malce  a  complete  organization  of  the  corporation  may  have 
been  irregularly  performed,  or  some  of  them  may  have  been  en- 
tirely omitted,  and  the  rule  of  the  statute  is,  that  such  irregular 
or  defective  performance  shall  not  defeat  the  incorporation  when 
drawn  in  question  collaterally.  The  omission  of  the  names  and 
number  of  the  first  trustees  from  the  articles  of  association,  the 
failure  to  file  a  duplicate  of  the  articles  of  association  with  the 
secretary  of  state,  an  in(»orrect  statement  of  the  length  of  the  road, 
and  omission  of  the  statement  of  the  principal  place  of  business, 
and  many  other  irregiilaritieH  of  the  kind  mentioned  in  Spring 
Valley  Water  Works  v.  San  Francisco,  22  Cal.  440,  the  insuffi- 
cient acknowledgment  of  the  articles  of  incorporation  (Dannebroge 
Mining  Co.  v.  Aliment.  2(5  Cal.  286),  are  irregularities  that  will 
not  defeat  the  coi7)oration  when  its  organization  is  collaterally 
called  in  question.  A  substantial  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  will  be  sufficient  to  show  a  corporation  de  jure 
in  an  action  between  the  corporation  and  a  private  person."  See, 
also.  People  v.  Montecito  Water  Co.,  97  Cal.  276;  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 
172;  Martin  v.  Deetz,  102  Cal.  55;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  151. 

«  Falconer  v.  Campbell,  2  McLean,  195. 

46Waterville  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bryan,  14  Barb.  182;  Stoddard  t. 
Onondaga  Annual  Conference,  12  Id.  578. 
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which  it  transacts  its  business.'^'^  The  directors  of  a  corporation 
are  its  chosen  representatives^  and  constitute  the  corporation 
for  all  purposes  of  dealing  with  others.  What  they  do  as  the 
representatives  of  the  corporation^  the  corporation  itself  is 
deemed  to  do;  and  the  manifested  motives  and  intentions  of 
such  directors^  when  a  material  fact  is  in  issue^  are  to  be  im> 
puted  to  the  corporation.**  As  a  corporation  can  contract  only 
through  the  instrumentality  of  its  chosen  representatives^  it 
follows  that  a  corporation  is  the  proper  party  plaintiff  in  an 
action  founded  on  a  contract  made  for  its  benefit,  and  the  mis- 
nomer of  a  corporation  in  a  grant,  obligation,  or  other  written 
contract  does  not  prevent  a  recovery  thereon  by  or  against  the 
corporation  in  its  true  name,  provided  its  identity  is  sufficiently 
averred  and  proved.**  Thus  a  contract  not  under  seal,  signed 
by  the  agents  of  a  corporation,  and  showing  upon  its  face  that 
the  agents  intended  to  contract  for  the  corporation,  and  not 
for  themselvesi,  may  be  declared  upon  as  the  contract  of  the 
corporation,*^  and  where  a  deed  is  made  to  a  corporation,  by  a 
name  varying  from  its  true  name,  it  may  sue  in  its  true  name, 
and  aver  that  the  defendants  made  the  deed  to  them  by  the 
name  mentioned  in  the  deed;  and  an  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendants acknowledged  themselves  to  be  bound  unto  the  plain- 
tiffs by  the  description  of,  etc.,  is  equivalent  to  such  an  aver- 
ment.**^ So,  also,  an  obligation  given  to  the  corporation,  which 
is,  in  terms,  payable  to  its  agents  or  directors  is  properly  de- 
scribed in  declaring  on  it,  as  given  to  the  corporation,  by  the 
name  and  description  of  the  directors,  etc.**^  In  California, 
in  an  action  on  a  note  executed  by  the  defendant,  payable  to 
the  "  board  of  trustees  of  the  Sonoma  Academy,  or  their  suc- 
cessors in  office,"  and  which  specified  that  "no  change  in  the 
name,  character,  or  management  of  the  said  academy  "  should 

4TCurtl88  V.  Murry,  26  Cal.  633;  King  v.  Randlett.  35  id.  318; 
Bundj  V.  Birdsall,  29  Barb.  31. 

^  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins,  Co,,  84  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec. 
672. 

*•  Melledge  v.  Boston  Iron  Co.,  5  Cush.  158,  176;  51  Am.  Dec.  59; 
Minot  V.  Curtis,  7  Mass.  444;  Med  way  Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
10  Mass.  360;  Commercial  Bank  v.  French,  21  Pick.  486;  32  Am. 
Dec.  280:  Lowell  v.  Morse,  1  Met.  473;  Charitable  Ass'n  v.  Bald- 
win, id.  359. 

50  Many  v.  Beokman  Iron  Co.,  9  Paige  Ch.  188. 

M  New  York  African  Society  v.  Varlck.  13  Johns.  38. 

«2  Bayley  v.  Onondaga  Ins.  Co.,  6  Hill,  476;  41  Am.  Dec.  759.  i 
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affect  the  liability  of  the  payor,  the  complaint  of  the  "Cum- 
berland College"  was  held  sufficient,  which  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  corporation,  and  the  same  institution  of  learning 
formerly  known  as  the  "  Sonoma  Academy,"  that  the  academy 
was,  after  its  establishment,  changed  to  "  Cumberland  College," 
and  that  the  note  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.*^  Upon  the 
same  principle,  in  an  assumpsit  against  a  bank,  an  averment^ 
that  the  defendant  "promised  through  its  president  and 
cashier,"  without  alleging  their  authority,  is  sufficient,  as  the 
bank  could  not  have  promised  except  through  its  agents  duly 
authorized.'^  At  the  common  law,  the  officers  of  a  corporation 
are  not  liable  personally  on  a  promissory  note  of  the  corpora- 
tion,^ and  are  not  proper  parties  defendant  to  an  action  on  a 
mere  money  demand  against  the  corporation,  except  where 
statutes  authorize  suits  against  them.*®  In  certain  actions  of 
an  equitable  character,  where  the  members  of  a  corporation  are 
authorized  to  bring  an  action  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  the 
complaint  must  allege  that  the  officers  whose  duty  it  is  to  sue 
have  been  requested  to  institute  proceedings  for  that  purpose, 
and  have  refused  to  do  so.*^  Where  an  obligation  is  executed 
to  two  corporations  jointly,  they  may  sue  thereon  jointly.^ 
Under  an  allegation  in  a  complaint  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  of  due  authority  of  corporate  agents  to  execute  the 
mortgage,  proof  of  subsequent  ratification  is  admissible,  as  it 
is  equivalent  to  an  original  authority.*®  The  omission  in  a 
complaint  and  proceedings  upon  attachment  against  a  corpora- 
tion defendant  of  the  word  "company"  from  ita  corporate 
name  does  not  affect  the  attachment  lien,  and  the  error  is 
waived  by  an  appearance,  and  answer  of  the  corporation  in  its 
true  name  without  objection.®^ 

Bs  Cumberland  €k>Uege  v.  Ish,  22  Cal.  641. 

M  Bank  of  Metropolia  v.  Guttschllck,  14  Pet.  19. 

M  HaU  V.  Crandall,  29  Cal.  567;  89  Am.  Dec.  64. 

WBrahe  v.  Pythagoras  Ass'n,  4  Duer,  658. 

wvanderbUt  v.  Garrison,  3  Abb.  Pr.  361;  House  v.  Cooper,  16 
How.  Pr.  292;  3  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1095. 

MGathwright  v.  Calloway  Co.,  10  Mo.  663.  Sufficiency  of  com- 
plaint In  action  against  officers  of  corporation.  See  Applegarth, 
77  Cal.  408:  Anfenger  v.  Anzeiger  Pub.  Co.,  9  Col.  377;  Matthews 
V.  Patterson,  16  id.  215. 

69  Seal  V.  Puget  Sound  Loan,  etc.,  Co.,  5  Wash.  St.  422. 

«>  Hammond  v.  Starr,  79  Cal.  556.  Sufficiency  of  complaint  In 
action  against  an  unincorporated  endowment  association.  See  Ra- 
but  V.  Legion  of  the  West,  96  Cal.  661. 
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377.  AetioDB  by  individual  banker.  In  New  York^  an  in- 
dividual banker  coumiencing  and  carrying  on  business  under  the 
General  Banking  Act  of  that  state^  and  the  acts  amending  th& 
same^  is  a  corporation  sole;  and  as  such  he  may  assume  a  cor- 
porate name,  as  well  as  may  an  association  of  several  persons. 
An  action  by  such  banker  upon  a  cause  of  action  accruing  to 
him  as  such,  is  properly  brought  in   the  corporate  name.®^ 

I  378.  CoTi>oration'8  liability  for  libel,  slander  and  malicious 
prosecution.  In  California  it  is  held  that  a  corporation  has  the 
power  to  compose  and  publish  a  libel,  and  by  reason  thereof, 
when  done,  becomes  liable  to  an  action  for  damages  by  the 
person  of  and  concerning  whom  the  words  are  composed  and 
published.**  And  on  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  for  a  libel 
published  by  a  corporation,  acting  through  its  directors  in  the 
discharge  of  their  office,  the  malice  of  the  directors  is  the 
malice  of  the  corporation.^  Conversely  a  corporation  may 
maintain  an  action  for  libel  on  it  as  such,  for  words  affecting 
its  business  or  property,  if  special  damages  be  alleged  and 
proved.**  In  Missouri,  however,  it  has  been  held  that  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution,  slander,  false  imprisonment,  or  assault 
and  battery,  can  not  be  maintained  against  a  corporation  aggre- 
gate, but  must  be  brought  against  the  individuals  implicated 
personally.* 

I  870.  Corporate  existence,  when  commences.  Under  the 
general  laws,  and  by  statute,  the  word  ^*  person,"  in  its  legal 
signification,  is  intended  to  include  artificial  as  well  as  natural 
persons.**    Under  the  laws  of  California,  corporations  have  a 

«i  Bank  of  Havana  v.  Wiekham,  7  Abb.  Pr.  184;  Hallett  v. 
narrower,  33  Barb.  537;  see  Cal  dv.  Code,  I  602,  amendment  of 
1897. 

ttSMaynard  v.  P.  P.  Ins.  Co.,  34  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec.  672;  see, 
also,  Mo.,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Richmond,  73  Tex.  568;  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
794:  Howe's  Machine  Co.  v.  Sender,  58  Ga.  64;  Evening  Jour. 
Ass'n  V.  McDermott,  44  N.  J.  L.  431;  43  Am.  Rep.  392;  Pogg  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  148  Mass.  513;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  583. 

«3  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  34  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec. 
672:  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R  R.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  204; 
Allen  V.  News  Pub.  Co.,  81  Wis.  120. 

S4  8hoe  &  Leather  Bank  v.  Thompson,  18  Abb.  Pr.  413;  State 
V.  Boogher,  3  Mo.  App.  442. 

«Chllds  V.  Bank  of  Missouri,  17  Mo.  213.  But  it  is  now  held 
otherwise  in  Missouri.  Boogher  v.  Life  A8s*n,  75  Mo.  319;  Johnson 
T.  Dispatch  Co.,  65  id.  539;  27  Am.  Rep.  293. 

««  Douglas  V.  P.  M.  S.  S.  Co.,  4  Cal.  304;  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  17. 
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legal  existence  from  the  date  of  filing  the  certificate  of  incor- 
poration in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk.*^ 

t  380.  Verification  by  corporation.  When  a  corporation  ia  a 
party^  the  verification  of  the  pleading  may  be  made  by  any 
officer  thereof;^  and  in  some  states  by  an  agent  or  attorney 
thereof.^  And  this  includes  municipal  as  well  as  prirate 
corporations.^^ 

i  881.  Allegation  of  residence.  In  New  York^  in  an  action 
against  a  foreign  corporation  brought  in  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  city  of  New  York^  where  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action  of  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
aver  that  the  plaintiff  resides  within  the  city  of  New  York;" 
or  that  the  defendants  transact  their  business  or  keep  an  office 
within  the  city." 

t  882.  Against  corporations  formed  under  the  act  in  relation 
to  roads  and  highwajrs. 

Farm  No,  //, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  created  by  and  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  leg- 
islature entitled  [title  of  action  in  full],  passed , 

18..,   and   the  acts   amendatory   thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto. 

II.  [State  a  cause  of  action.]*^^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  883.  Liability  of  directors  of  turnpike  company.  In  Califor- 
nia, the  directors  of  a  corporation  formed  for  the  construc- 

«7  Mokelumne  HIU  Min.  Co.  v.  Woodbury,  14  Cal.  434;  73  Am.  Dec. 
f^\  Cal.  Civil  Code.  $  296. 

«8Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  446;  N.  Y.  Code,  §  157;  Ariz.  Code  of 
Pro.,  $  55;  Idaho,  fi  55;  §§  291,  292,  ante. 

«9  Oregon  Code,  §  348;  Oref.  Decls.  79;  see  Macauley  v.  Printing 
Co.,  14  Abb.  N.  C.  316. 

TOHixon  V.  George,  18  Kan.  253. 

71  Spencer  v.  Rogers  Locomotive  Works,  17  Abb.  Pr.  110;  S.  C. 
8  Bosw.  612. 

72  Com  Exchange  Bank  v.  Western  Transportation  Co..  15  Abb. 
Pr.  319,  note;  Koenig  v.  Nott,  2  Hilt.  323:  S.  C.  8  Abb.  Pr.  384. 

73  The  sufficiency  of  this  form  has  been  upheld  in  Oswego  & 
Syracuse  Plank  Road  Co.  v.  Rust.  5  How.  Pr.  390;  N.  Y.  Floating 
Derrick  Co.  v.  N.  J.  Oil  Co.,  3  Duer,  648. 
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lion  of  plank  or  turnpike  roads  are  not  personally  liable  under 
the  act  creating  such  corporations^  on  a  contract  made  by  them, 
which,  by  its  terms,  binds  the  corporation,  unless  the  stock- 
holders have  adopted  by-laws,  and  the  same  have  been  filed  in 
the  recorder's  office,  and  the  contract  is  made  in  violation  of 
the  by-lawsJ* 

t  384.  By  corporation  on.  stock  aBBeraments. 

Form  No.  78,  , 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state 
of  California,  entitled  "an  act"  [give  the  title  of  the  act], 

passed ,  18. .,  and  of  the  acts  amendatory  thereof 

and  supplementary  thereto,  the  above-named  company  was  or- 
ganized and  formed  into  a  corporation  under  the  name  of  the 

Company,  and  ever  since  its  said  organization  has 

had  its  principal  office  and  place  of  business  at  the  city  of 

II.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18..,  at 

,  defendant  and  certain  other  persons,  being  de- 
sirous of  associating  themselves  together  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing a  toll  road  [or  state  the  actual  purpose]  from  the 
village  of  B.  to  the  village  of  S.  in  said  coimty,  in  consideration 
thereof  and  of  the  mutual  promises  each  to  the  other  and  of 
the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  being  members  of  said  associa- 
tion, made  and  subscribed  a  certain  agreement  in  writing,  as 
follows,  to- wit: 

[Copy  subscription  paper,  with  subscriber's  names,  and  add] : 
and  other  persons  whose  names  are  here  omitted. 

III.  That  the  said  defendant  did,  at  the  time  of  subscribing 
said  agreement,  set  opposite  to  his  name  thereto  subscribed  the 
number  of  ten  shares,  and  that  the  par  value  of  each  share  is 
fifty  dollars,  and  that  said  defendant  agreed  to  take  and  pay 
for  the  same. 

IV.  That    afterwards,    to-wit,    on    the    day    of 

,  18 . . ,  at  a  regular  meeting  of  the  trustees  of  said 

company,  an  assessment  of  five  per  cent,  of  the  par  value  of  each 
share  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  corporation  was  duly 
levied;  that  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  such  assessment,  defend- 

74  Hall  V.  CrandaU,  29  Gal.  668;  88  Am.  Dec.  64;  and  see  BlanchaM 
▼.  Kanll,  4A  Cal.  410. 

Vol.  T— 39 
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ant  was  a  subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation  in 

the  amount  of shares^  of  the  par  value  of 

dollars^  and  was  the  owner  of  such  stock 

y.  That  afterwards^  etc.  [Allege  the  number  of  assessments- 
defendant  has  failed  to  pay,  each  as  above.] 

YI.  That  the  defendant  had  due  notice  of  each  of  the  said 
assessments^  made  by  the  trustees  of  said  company  as  afore- 
said, and  that  the  same    were    duly    published    in  the  daily 

,  a  newspaper  printed  and  published  in  the  city 

of   ,  for  at  least   : days,  and  in  every 

respect  according  to  law. 

VII.  That  the  whole  sum  of dollars  is  now  due 

plaintiff  from  defendant  thereon,  and  no  part  thereof  has  been 
paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  885.  Btockholder'a  liability  for  asaeMments,  how  enforced. 

The  liability  of  a  stockholder  for  a  valid  assessment  may  be 
enforced  by  an  action  at  law,  upon  his  promise,  express  or  im- 
plied, to  pay  the  same,  although  the  corporation  is  authorized 
to  sell  the  delinquent  shares  of  its  stockholders  for  nonpay- 
ment of  assessments.  The  remedy  of  sale  given  to  the  corpora- 
tion, under  such  circumstances,  is  merely  cumulative,  and  may 
be  waived  by  the  corporation.''*    In  some  of  the  states,  how- 

76  Salem  &  Tenn.  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Tipton,  5  Ala.  787;  8.  C,  39  Am. 
Dec.  344;  Worcester  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Wlllard.  5  Mass.  80;  S.  C.  4 
Am.  Dec.  39;  Instone  v.  Frankfort  Bridge  Co.,  2  Bibb,  576;  S.  O.,  5 
Am.  Deo.  638;  Taunton  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Whiting,  10  Maaa  327;  S. 
C,  6  Am.  Dec.  124;  Gahan,  etc.,  Turnpike  Road  v.  Hurtin,  9  Johnh, 
217;  S.  a,  6  Am.  Dec.  273;  Conn.,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Bailey,  24  Vt. 
465;  58  Am.  Dec.  181;  Troy,  etc..  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ker,  17  Barb.  681; 
Northern  R.  R  Co.  v.  Miller,  10  id.  260;  Eastern  Plankroad  Co.  v. 
Yaughan,  20  Id.  155;  Spear  v.  Crawford,  14  Wend.  20;  28  Am.  Dec. 
513;  Troy,  etc.,  R.  R  Oo.  v.  McChesney,  21  Wend.  296;  Dayton  v 
Borst,  31  N.  Y.  435;  Carlisle  v.  Cahawba,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.,  4  Ala.  70; 
Rockvllle,  etc..  Road  v.  Maxwell,  2  Cranch  O.  C  451;  Delaware, 
etc.,  Canal  Co.  v.  Sansom,  1  Blnn.  70;  Klrksey  v.  Florida,  etc.. 
Road  Co.,  7  Fla.  23;  Inglis  v.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Oo.,  1  Macq.  112; 
South  Bay,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Gray,  30  Me.  547;  Mann  v.  Cooke,  20  Conn. 
178;  Raymond  v.  Caton,  24  lU.  123;  City  Hotel  v.  Dickinson,  6  Gray, 
586.  That  the  Justices'  Courts  in  California  have  jurisdiction  over 
actions  to  collect  unpaid  assessments,  the  liability  therefor  being 
founded  on  contract;  see  Alpers  v.  Superior  Court,  3  West  Coast 
Rep.  326;  Arroyo  Ditch  Ca  v.  Superior  Ot.,  92  Oal.  47;  27  Am  st. 
Rep.  91. 
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ever,  the  remedy^  in  the  first  instance^  is  by  a  sale  of  the  stock. 
It  is  so  held  in  Massachusetts/^  in  New  Hampshire/''  and  in 
MaineJ^  In  California  it  has  been  decided  in  a  recent  case, 
that  the  stockholders  of  mining  corporations  organized  under 
the  laws  of  California  incur  no  liability  ex  contractu^  either  ex- 
press or  implied,  to  pay  in,  either  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
enterprise  or  the  payments  of  the  debts  of  the  company,  the 
nominal  par  yalue  of  their  shares;  that  unless  stockholders  of  a 
corporation  have  subscribed  for  stock,  or  are  the  successors  of 
subscribers,  assessments  levied  on  their  stock  can  be  enforced 
only  by  the  sale  of  their  shares,  and  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,  defining  the  personal  liability  of  stockholders,  only  apply 
where,  from  the  terms  of  the  stockholder's  subscription,  such 
liability  was  incurred  J®  In  such  state  also,  it  has  been  recently 
held  that  corporations  orgaaized  and  existing  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  have  authority  to  levy  and  collect  assess- 
ments on  stock  for  which  the  subscription  price  has  been  fully 
paid.®® 

f  880.  Averment  of  aMessmente,  how  made.  In  an  action  to 
collect  an  assessment,  the  complaint  must  aver  a  proper  assess- 
ment, and  state  how  it  was  ordered,  so  as  to  make  it  conform 
to  the  charter  and  by-laws,  or  general  act  under  which  the 
corporation  was  organized.®^  In  Pennsylvania,  an  averment 
that  the  assessment  was  duly  made  is  a  sufficient  allegation  to 
show  that  they  conformed  to  the  statute.^  In  Ohio,  however, 
where  the  statute  provided  for  a  thirty-days  notice  of  the  time 
and  place,  an  averment  that  the  defendant  was  called  upon 
and  duly  notified  by  publication  was  held  insufficient,  as  being 

7«  Boston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wellington,  113  Mass.  7&;  City  Hotel 
r.  Dickinson,  6  Gray,  586;  New  Bedford,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Adams,  8 
Mass.  138. 

rt  N.  H.  Cent  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  30  N.  H.  390;  64  Am.  Dec.  300; 
Plscataqua  Ferry  Co.  v.  Jones,  39  N.  H.  491;  White  Mts.  R.  R.  Oow  v. 
Eastman,  34  id.  124. 

78  Kennebec,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Kendall,  31  Me.  470;  Kennebec; 
etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Jarvis,  34  id.  360. 

TO  In  re  South  Mt  Con.  M.  Co.,  7  Sawy.  30. 

80  Santa  Cmz  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Spreclcles,  65  Cal.  193;  Green  v.  Abistine 
Medical  Co.,  96  Cal.  322;  and  see  Sparlcs  v.  Ditch  Co.,  2  Idaho,  1030. 

Bi  Gibbart  v.  Junction  R.  R.  Ox,  12  Ind.  484;  Atlantic,  etc., 
Ins.  Cb.  V.  Young,  38  N.  H.  451;  75  Ami  Dec.  200. 

ttBavington  t.  Pittsbnrg,  etc.,  R.  B.  Co.,  34  Penn.  8t  868. 
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too  general.^  And  in  this  latter  state,  in  proceeding  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  an  allegation  is  neces- 
sary that  the  directors  required  subscriptions  to  be  paid  in  is- 
stallments  of  a  certain  amount  at  a  certain  time.^  Where  a 
corporation  becomes  insolvent,  and  ceases  to  act  under  its 
charter,  so  that  the  prescribed  mode  of  making  assessments 
can  not  be  complied  with,  the  debt  will  be  considered  as  due 
without  further  demand.*^  But  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  to  recover  on  a  stock  sub- 
scription, which  provided  that  after  twenty  per  cent,  had  been 
paid,  the  balance  should  be  subject  to  the  call  of  the  directors, 
as  they  may  be  instructed  by  a  majority  of  the  stockholders, 
the  complaint  must  show,  by  alleging  losses  or  otherwise,  the 
necessity  for  an  assessment,  and  a  call  made  on  the  stock- 
holders.^ 

i  387.  By  a  corporation,  oil  a  stock  Bubscrlption. 

Farm  No.  T9- 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Aver  incorporation,  as  in  No.  78.] 

II.  That  in  contemplation  of  the  incorporation  of  these  plain* 
tiffs,  and  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  owning,  and  main- 
taining the  [toll  road],  then  contemplated,  the  defendant,  with 

others,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

became  a  subscriber  to  the  stock  of  the  said  company  by  [sever- 
ally] signing  and  delivering  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy:     [Copy  subscription  paper.] 

III.  That,  among  other  persons,  the  defendant  signed  and 
executed  said  agreement,  and  set  opposite  to  his  name  the  sum  of 

dollars,  which  he  thereby  agreed  to  pay  to  said 

company. 

IV.  That  after  the  defendant  had  thus  subscribed,  and  on  or 

about  the day  of ,  18. .,  he  subscribed 

to  the  articles  of  association  of  said  company  his  name  and  his 
place  of  residence,  to-wit, ,  and  the  number  of  shares 

88  PeuD.  &  O.  Canal  CJo.  v.  Webb.  9  Ohio.  136. 

84  M.  C.  &  U  M.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Hall,  26  Ohio  St  310;  Devendorf  v. 
Beardsley,  23  Barb.  656:  Williams  v.  Babcook.  20  Id.  10»:  Hurlbut 
T.  Root.  12  How.  Pr.  511;  WUllamB  v.  Lakey,  15  Id.  206. 

85  Henry  v.  V.  &  A.  R.  R.  C<).,  17  Ohio.  187. 
88  Chandler  v.  Keith.  42  Iowa,  99. 
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of  stock  taken  by  him,  to-wit, shares,  amounting  to 

dollars,  the  shares  of  stock  being 

dollars  each. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff,  by  its  directors,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  at ,  tendered  to  the  defend- 
ant the  shares  of  stock,  so  subscribed  for  by  him,  and  demanded 
the  defendant  to  pay  thereon  the  sum  of ,  agree- 
ably to  said  subscription  and  the  charter  and  by-laws  of  the 
company. 

VI.  That  the  plaintiff  has  performed  all  the  conditions  thereof 
on  its  part. 

YII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  subscription, 
or  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

t  888.  ATerments  in  actionB  on  stock  Bubscription.  A  com- 
plaint on  a  subscription  to  be  paid  as  assessed  must  aver  a  proper 
assessment.^  Where  the  general  law  or  charter  under  which 
the  corporation  was  organized  requires  the  whole  or  a  certain 
part  of  the  stock  to  be  subscribed  before  the  corporation  can  act, 
a  complaint  to  collect  an  individual  subscription  must  allege  that 
.  such  conditions  have  been  complied  with.®®  If  there  has  been 
a  different  agreement  between  the  subscribers,  this  rule  does  not 
apply.®*  In  Ohio  it  has  been  held  sufficient  to  aver  the  due 
election  of  directors,  as  that  implies  that  the  requisite  amount  of 
stock  has  been  subscribed.®^  Where  the  subscription  was  con- 
ditional, an  allegation  of  the  performance  of  the  condition  is 
essential.  Under  the  Code,  it  would  seem  that  an  allegation 
that  the  plaintiff  had  performed  all  the  conditions  on  his  part, 

STGebhart  v.  Junction  R.  R,  Co..  12  Ind.  484.  For  a  form  of 
complaint  under  the  statutes  of  New  York,  see  Poughkeepsie  Plank- 
road  Co.  V.  Griffin,  21  Barb.  454;  Oswego  &  Syracuse  Plankroad 
Co.  v.  Rust,  5  How.  Pr.  390;  Dutchess  Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis, 
14  Johns.  238;  7  Am.  Dec.  459;  First  Baptist  Soc.  v.  Rapelee,  16 
Wend.  605;  Buffalo,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Oary,  26  N.  Y.  75;  Welland 
Canal  C^.  v.  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  480;  S.  C,  24  Am.  Dec.  51,  note. 
58. 

fisjewett  V.  Railway,  34  Ohio  St.  601;  Topeka  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Cummings,  3  Kan.  55;  Fry  v.  Lexington,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Met.  (Ky.) 
314;  Livesey  v.  Omaha  Hotel,  5  Neb.  50. 

89Emmitt  V.  Railroad  Co.,  31  Ohio  St.  23;  Lail  v.  Mt.  Sterling 
Coal  Co.,  13  Bush,  32. 

M  Ashtabula,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  15  Ohio  St.  328. 
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is  sufficient.**  If  the  action  is  to  recover  the  entire  amount  of 
the  subscription^  the  complaint  should  allege  a  tender  of  the 
stocky  or  a  readiness  and  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  deliver  it  to  the  defendant^  where  such  acts  are  not  con- 
ditions precedent.*^  In  conformity  with  the  practice  of  some  of 
the  states,  the  complaint  must  contain  a  copy  of  the  subscription 
paper.^  The  company  may  assign  its  right  to  recover  subscrip- 
tionSy^  but  in  such  case  the  complaint,  in  an  action  by  the 
assignee,  must  aver  the  assignment.^  An  action  against  the 
subscriber  of  stock  upon  his  subscription,  according  to  its  terms, 
is  not  an  action  under  the  California  statute  (Cal.  Civ.  Code, 
§  332),  to  recover  assessments  upon  the  subscribed  capital  stock, 
and  the  complaint  need  not  aver  an  equal  demand  upon  all  of 
the  subscribers,  nor  show  a  liability  to  an  assessment  under  ihe 
statute,  and  any  averments  in  regard  to  assessment  or  calls  by 
the  corporation  upon  the  subscribers  to  its  stock  may  be  dis- 
regarded as  surplusage.^  In  an  action  by  the  receiver  of  an 
insolvent  corporation  to  recover  upon  unpaid  subscriptions  to  its 
stock,  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action  under  the 
Washington  statute  (Oen.  Stats.,  §  1507),  if  it  fails  to  allege  that 
the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  call  for  assessments  upon  his 
stock,  made  by  the  receiver  under  the  order  of  the  court.*^  A 
complaint  upon  a  subscription  to  the  stock  of  a  proposed  corpo- 
ration which  does  not  show  upon  its  face  that  the  articles  of 
incorporation  failed  to  state  that  the  defendant  was  a  subscriber 
to  iti8  stock,  is  not  liable  to  a  general  demurrer  upon  that 
ground.  * 

91  Trott  V.  Sarchett,  10  Ohio  St.  241;  Cal.  Code  of  Pro.,  %  457; 
Ohio  R.  S.,  fi  5001;  see  Mackay  v.  Elwood,  12  Wash.  8t.  579. 

M  St.  Paul,  etc.,  Ry,  Co.  v.  Bobbins,  23  Minn.  439;  James  v. 
O.  H.  &  D.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Disney,  261;  Minneapolis  Harvester  Works 
V.  Libby,  24  Minn.  327. 

«8  Hudson  V.  Plankroad  Co.,  4  G.  Greene,  152;  Stockton  v.  Creager. 
51  Ind.  262;  but  see  Van  Riper  t.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  60  id. 
123. 

WDownie  V.  Hoover,  12  Wis.  174;  78  Am.  Deo.  730;  James  v. 
C.  H.  &  D.  R  R,  Co.,  2  Disney,  261;  Trott  v.  Sarchett,  10  Ohio  St 
241;  M.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  id.  57. 

o»  Minneapolis  Harvester  Works  v.  Libby,  24  Minn.  327. 

»«Mary8ville  Electric,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Johnson,  93  Cal.  538;  27  Am. 
St.  Rep.  215. 

»T  Elderkin  v.  Peterson.  8  Wash.  St.  674. 

08  Marysville  Electric,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Johnson,  93  Cal.  538;'  27  Am. 
St.  Rep.  215. 
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I  889.  Separate  aubacriptioiui.  Where  a  defendant  subscribed 
in  his  own  name  for  jfifty  shares  of  railroad  stock,  and 
at  the  same  time  subscribed  for  fifty  more,  signing  his  own 
name  again,  adding  thereto  the  letteirs  '^  Exr./'  to  indicate  that 
he  took  the  additional  fifty  shares  for  an  estate  for  which  he  was 
executor,  it  was  held  that  these  were  separate  contracts,  upon 
which  separate  actions  would  lie,  and  that  the  pendency  of  an 
action  to  enforce  payment  of  the  first  subscription  formed  no 
sufficient  ground  for  abating  the  action  to  enforce  the  second 
subscription.^^  And  where  one  guarantees  the  payment  of  a 
suibscription,  the  subscriber  and  the  guarantor  may  be  sued  in 
the  same  action.*^  A  release  of  the  guarantor,  however,  will 
not  discharge  the  subscriber,  as  their  liabilities  are  several.*®^ 

t  800.  Aetions  by  religious  corporations.  Religious  corpora- 
tions may  sue  for  subscription.*^  Trustees  of  such  corpora- 
tions must  first  establish  their  right,  before  they  can  use  the 
corporate  name.*^  Before  the  court  can  take  notice  of  the 
regulations  of  particular  religious  denominations,  or  their  nsr 
ture  or  effect,  their  existence  should  be  properly  averred  and 
proved  as  matter  of  fact.*^ 

I  891.  On  a  eubecription  to  the  eacpense  of  a  public  object. 

Farm  No.  So, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Aver  incorporation.] 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  in  the  month  of ,  18. ., 

was  erecting  a  building  at ,  for  the  purpose  of 

public  worship. 

III.  That  the  defendants  and  others  requested  the  plaintiff 
io  complete  the  same,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
plaintiff  to  do  so,  they  subscribed  and  agreed  to  pay  to  the 

WBrle  &  N.  Y.  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Patrick,  2  Keyes,  256. 

100  Nen  V.  Trustees,  31  Ohio  St.  15. 

101  Demin^  v.  Trustees,  31  Ohio  St.  41. 
loSDansvllle  Seminary  v.  Welch,  38  Barb.  221. 

103  North  Baptist  Church  v.  Parlcer,  36  Barb.  171. 

104  Youngs  V.   Ransom,   81   Barb.   43.    As  to   what  parties   can 
maintain  an  action  aprainst  a  defendant,  treasurer  of  a  religious 

corporation,  for  money  received  by  him  as  subscriptions  and 
donations  for  an  enterprise  not  Immediately  connected  with  the 
•church  corx)oration,  spc  Rector,  etc..  of  the  Church  of  the  Redeemer 
^.  Crawford.  5  Rob.  100;  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  602,  amendment  of  1807. 


g  392  F0BH8  OF  COMPLAIKTS.  312^ 

plaintiff  the  sum  of dollars,  in  consideration  of 

the  premises,  and  of  the  like  subscription  and  agreement  of 
other  persons. 

IV.  That  upon  the  faith  of  said  subscription  the  plaintiff 
proceeded  with  the  erection  of  the  building,  and  expended 
thereon  large  sums  of  money,  and  incurred  large  liabilities^ 
and  completed  said  building,  and  otherwise  duly  performed  all 
the  conditions  on  its  part. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  said  subscription,  or  any 
part  thereof  [except,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]*" 

I  892.  Consideratian  for  subBcriptton.  The  general  rule  is 
settled  by  a  weight  of  authority,  although  there  are  many  cases 
which  seem  to  hold  the  contrary  doctrine,  that  merely  signing 
a  subscription  paper  which  has  been  signed  by  others,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  funds  for  the  accomplishment  of  a  public 
object,  is  not  sufficient  to  render  a  subscriber  liable.  The 
reason  of  this  rule  is  the  want  of  consideration  for  the  promise. 
If,  however,  the  subscription  paper  contains  a  request  to  those 
who  represent  the  object  for  which  the  subscription  is  made 
to  do  an  act,  or  incur  any  expense,  or  submit  to  any  incon- 
venience, and  on  the  strength  thereof  such  act  is  done,  and 
expense  or  inconvenience  incurred,  this  request  and  perform- 
ance have  uniformly  been  held  to  be  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  the  promise  made  in  the  subscription  paper.*® 

100  The  suffleiency  of  this  form  is  sustained  in  Kichmundville 
Union  Sem.  v.  Brownell,  37  Barb.  535;  Wayne,  etc..  Institute  v. 
Smith,  36  id.  576;  Ohio  Wesleyan  Female  CoUege  v.  Higgins,  Bz'r„ 
etc.,  16  Ohio  St.  20. 

106  Farmington  Academy  v.  Allen,  14  Mass.  172;  S.  C,  7  Am.  Dec. 
201;  Phillips  Limerick  Academy  v.  Davis,  11  Mass.  113;  S.  C.  6 
Am.  Dec.  162;  Trustees  v.  Garvey,  53  lU.  401;  5  Am.  Dec.  51;  Bridge- 
water  Academy  v.  Gilbert,  2  Pick.  579;  S.  C,  13  Am.  Dec.  457,  and 
note;  McClure  v.  Wilson,  43  111.  356;  Philamath  College  v.  Hartlesa, 
6  Oreg.  158;  25  Am.  Rep.  510;  Trustees  v.  Stewart,  1  X.  Y.  581; 
Howard  v.  WiUiams,  2  Pick.  80;  Barnes  v.  Perine,  12  N.  Y.  18; 
MoAnley  v.  Billinger,  20  Johns.  89;  Thompson  v.  Mercer  M.  Co., 
40  111.  879;  Ohio  Wes.  Female  College  v.  Love,  16  Ohio  St.  20;  Troy 
Academy  v.  Nelson,  24  Vt.  189;  Gittinga  v.  Mayhew,  6  Md,  113; 
Phipps  V.  Jones,  20  Penn.  St.  260;  59  Am.  Dec.  708;  Wilson  v. 
Baptist  Ed.  Soc,  10  Barb.  309;  Gait's  ExY  v.  Swain,  9  Gratt.  633; 
60  Am.  Dec.  311;  L'Amoreux  v.  Gonld,  7  N.  Y.  349;  57  Am.  Pec.  .524; 
Foxcroft  Academy  v.  Favor,  4  Greenl.  382.  In  New  Hampshire, 
however,  the  mutual  promises  of  the  subscribers  are  held  to  be^ 
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I  393.  Actions  to  recover  subscriptions,  by  whom  should  be 
brought.  An  action  for  money  due  a  church  on  a  verbal  con- 
tract with  the  trustees  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  trustees.^^ 

I  8M.  Against  a  municipal  corporation. 

Form  No.  8i, 

[Title.] 

'' 1 

A.  B.,  Plaintiff,  j 

against  V 

The  Ck>unty  of Defendant. 


The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  municipal  corporation,  created 
by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

II.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  presented  in  writing  the  claim  or  demand  here- 
inbefore set  forth  to  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  of 

,  for  allowance,  and  that  they  failed  and  refused 

to  allow  the  same  or  any  part  thereof. 

IV.  That  a  copy  of  said  claim  as  presented  to  the  said  board 
of  supervisors  is  hereunto  attached  and  made  a  part  of  this 
complaint. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

a  sufficient  consideration.  George  v.  Harris  4  N.  H.  533;  17  Am. 
Dec.  446;  Society  v.  Perry,  6  N.  H.  164;  25  Am.  Dec.  455;  Society 
V.  Goddard,  7  N.  H.  435;  so  in  Kentucky.  Turnpike  Oo.  v.  Lancaster, 
79  Ky.  552.  And  the  same  doctrine  is  held  in  California.  Grand 
Lodge,  etc.,  v.  Famham,  70  Oal.  158;  West  v.  Crawford,  80  id.  19; 
Christian  College  v.  Hendley,  49  id.  347.  In  this  last  ease  it  was 
held  that  if  subscriptions  in  aid  of  a  college  are  made  to  a  finance 
committee,  and  pass  by  operation  of  law  to  a  corporation  after- 
wards formed,  the  complaint  in  an  action  by  the  corporation  to 
recoTer  a  subscription  should  aver  that  fact. 

107  Barnes  v.  Ferine,  9  Barb.  202;  Leftwlck  v.  Thornton,  18  Iowa, 
56.  The  designated  agent  to  whom  a  subscription  for  stock  in 
a  corporation  to  be  formed  is  payable  may  sue  therefor  in  his 
own  name  as  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust.  He  Is  the  trustee  of 
the  subscribers  to  collect  the  subscription,  and  is  not  the  trustee 
of  the  corporation  in  any  sense.   West  y.  Crawford,  80  Oal.  19. 

40 
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S  895.  Against  a  county  for  temporarily  gnarcllng  JaiLiOft 

Farm  No.  82. 

[Title  of  Coubt  and  Cause.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  defendant's  corporate  existence.] 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  performed  services  for  the  said  defend- 
ant in  guarding  the  jail  of  said  county,  from  the   

day  of ,  18. . .,  to  and  including  the day  of 

III.  That  the  sheriff,  with  the  assent,  in  writing,  of  the 
superior  judge  of  said  county,  employed  plaintiff  to  perform 
said  service  as  a  temporary  guard  for  the  protection  of  the 
county  jail,  and  for  the  safe-keeping  of  prisoners,  and  that 
said  employment  was  necessary. 

IV.  That  said  sheriff  at  the  time  of  employing  said  plaintiff 
promised  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  would  pay  plaintiff  for 
said  services  what  they  were  reasonably  worth,  and  that  said 
services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of dollars. 

V.  [Allege  presentation,  rejection,  and  nonpayment  of  claim 
as  in  preceding  form.] 

VI.  [If  there  are  other  claims  for  similar  services,  performed 
at  different  dates,  allege  them  as  separate  causes,  of  action.] 

[Demand  for  Judgment.] 

§  896.  By  a  county. 

Form  No.  S3, 

[Title.] 


The  County  of ,  Plaintiff, 

against 
A.  B.,  Defendant. 


The  plaintiff,  a  corporation,  existing  by  [or  under]  the  laws 
of  this  state,  complains  and  alleges: 
I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  397.  Corporate  character  must  be  alleged.  It  is  an  indis- 
pensable allegation,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  corporation, 
that  it  is  a  corporation,  and  it  results  from  the  lo^c  of  plead- 

io«The  foregoinjj  form  Is  founded  on  section  1010  of  the  Call- 
frnnia  Penal  Code,  and  is  sustained  In  Hughes  v.  Mendocino  Ck>unty, 
3  West  Coast  Rep.  201. 
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ing  that  the  opposite  party  may  deny  the  allegation.***^  In 
an  action  to  charge  a  defendant  as  a'  municipal  corporation^ 
in  Iowa,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  that  the  defendant  is  a  city; 
and  the  same  allegation  has  been  held  adequate  in  Ohio.**^ 
Where  municipal  corporations  are  divided  into  certain  classes, 
in  proportion  to  population,  and  it  is  sought  to  charge  a  de- 
fendant as  belonging  to  one  of  such  classes,  an  averment  to 
that  effect  is  necessary.***  And  a  complaint  against  a  munici- 
pal corporation  existing  under  a  new  charter  and  name,  for 
work  and  labor  done  for  the  same  town  under  a  former  charter 
and  name,  must  aver  that  the  new  incorporation  is  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  old.**^ 

i  898.  Parties  to  actionB  againBt  miinlcipal  corporationB.     In 

actions  by  or  against  municipal  corporations,  towns,  counties, 
public  boards,  and  other  official  bodies,  who  are  the  proper 
parties  to  bring  the  action,  or  against  whom    it    should  be 

looopoville.  etc..  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Plumas  County,  37  Cal.  354.  A 
substantial  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  will  be 
sufficient  to  show  a  corporation  de  jure,  in  an  action  between  it  and 
a  private  person.  Id.  For  forms  of  complaints  under  the  New 
York  practice,  in  actions  by  or  against  towns,  counties,  supervisors, 
and  other  similar  public  bodies,  see  Carman  v.  Mayor,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
301;  Doolittle  v.  Supervisors,  18  N.  Y.  155;  Roosevelt  v.  Draper,  23 
id.  318;  Hathaway  v.  Town  of  Clncinnatus,  62  id.  434;  Town  of 
Lewis  V.  Marshall,  56  id.  663;  Town  of  Guilford  v.  Cooley,  58  id. 
110;  Town  of  Chautauqua  v.  GiflPord,  8  Hun,  152;  Sutherland  v.  Carr, 
85  X.  Y.  105;  Hagadom  v.  Raux,  72  id.  583;  in  Wisconsin,  Cairns  v. 
0*BleneB8,  40  Wis.  469;  Beaver  Dam  v.  Fringe,  17  id.  398;  Super- 
visors V.  Kirby,  25  id.  498;  Dutcher  v.  Dutcher,  29  id.  651;  Town 
of  Pine  Valley  v.  Town  of  Unity,  40  id.  682;  La  Crosse  v.  Melrose, 
22  id.  450;  School  Directors  v.  Coe,  40  id.  103;  Supervisors  v.  Hall, 

42  id.  50;  in  Missouri,  Lafayette  Co.  v.  Hixon,  69  Mo.  581;  In 
Indiana,  Yanarsdale  v.  State,  66  Ind.  176;  Gamer  v.  Kent,  70  id. 
428;  in  Montana,  Commissioners  v.  Lineberg,  3  Mont.  31;  in  Wash- 
ington, Fire  Engine  Co.  v.  Town  of  Mt  Vernon,  9  Wash.  St.  142; 

43  Am.  St  Rep.  827. 

"^  Stier  V.  Oskaloosa,  41  Iowa,  353;  Mitchell  v.  Treasurer  of 
Franklin  County,  25  Ohio  St.  143;  and  see  Carroll  v.  Centralia  Water 
Co.,  5  Wash.  St.  613. 

in  Bolton  v.  Cleveland,  35  Ohio  St.  319;  the  contrary  is  held  in 
Indiana,  where  such  fact  Is  judicially  noticed  as  a  matter  of  his- 
tory. Stultz  V.  State,  65  Ind.  492;  so  in  Utah,  People  v.  Page,  6 
Utah,  353. 

nsLyle  v.  Common  Council  of  Alexandria,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  473; 
€learwater  v.  Meredith,  1  Wall.  25. 
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brought,  depends  largely  upon  the  local  laws  of  each  state,  to 
which  laws  and  the  decisions  thereunder  reference  must  be  had 
for  the  determination  of  the  proper  form  of  action.  In  Cali- 
fornia counties  are  corporations,  but  not  the  people  thereof, 
and  as  such  are  required  to  sue  or  to  be  sued  in  the  name  of 
the  county.^^*  Thus,  an  action  on  a  recognizance  given  in  a 
criminal  ease  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  county."* 
So,  also,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  from  a  default- 
ing treasurer;***^  or  to  recover  money  belonging  to  the  general 
county  fund.^*®  So,  an  action  may  be  maintained  in  the  name 
of  the  county  to  recover  upon  a  note  payable  to  the  county, 
to  the  use  of  the  state  school  fund.**''  For  similar  reasons 
the  county  is  the  proper  party  plaintiff  to  object  to  a  contract 
made  by  the  board  of  supervisors  for  building  a  jail;***  or  to 
conduct  proceedings  by  mandamus  against  county  officials.*** 
So,  also,  boards  of  supervisors  can  not  be  sued  in  their  official 
character,  in  ordinary  common-law  actions,  for  claims  against 
the  public,  county,  or  village,  without  express  statutory  pro- 
vision.*^ And  in  an  action  to  enjoin  a  board  of  supervisors, 
when  it  consists  of  three  members,  at  least  two  must  be  joined 
as  defendants.*^*     But  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance  caused 

118  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  §§  4000-4003;  Price  v.  Sacramento  Co.,  6  Oal. 
254;  People  ex  rel  Hunt  v.  Supervisors,  28  Id.  431;  Smith  v.  Meyers, 
15  id.  33;  Placer  Oo.  v.  Astin,  8  id.  305.  And  the  same  is  true  in 
Nevada.  Waitz  v.  Ormsby  Co.,  1  Nev.  370.  The  right  to  sue  a 
county  is  purely  statutory,  and  the  mode  of  instituting  the  suit 
must  be  strictly  followed.  Monroe  County  v.  Flynt,  80  Ga.  489; 
Mayerhofer  v.  Board  of  Education,  80  Cal.  110;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  4f)l; 
Whittaker  v.  County  of  Tuolumne,  96  Cal.  100;  Tyler  v.  Tehama 
County,  109  id.  618.  The  Colorado  statute  (Gen.  Stats..  1883, 
S  525)  provides,  that  the  name  in  which  a  county  shall  sue  or  be 
sued  shall  be  "  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  the  County 
of ."    See  Phillips  County  v.  Churning.  4  Col.  App.  321. 

114  Mendocino  Co.  v.  Lamar,  30  Cal.  627. 

116  Mendocino  Co.  v.  Morris.  32  Cal.  145. 

lie  Solano  Co.  v.  Neville,  27  Cal.  468;  Sharp  v.  Contra  Costa  Co., 
34  id.  284. 

117  Barry  Co.  v.  McGlothlin,  19  Mo.  307. 
HR  Smith  V.  Myers,  15  Cal.  33. 

ii«  Calaveras  Co.  v.  Brockway,  30  Cal.  325.  In  New  York,  actions 
against  counties  should  be  brought  against  the  supervisors  as  an 
official  board,  and  not  against  them  individually.  Wild  v.  Super- 
visors, 9  How.  Pr.  315;  People  v.  Supervisors.  24  id.  119. 

120  Hastings  v.  San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  49;  Hedges  v.  Dam,  72  Id^ 
520. 

121  Trinity  Co.  v.  McCammon.  25  Cal.  119. 
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by  the  obstruction  of  a  public  highway  must  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  road  overseer,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the 
county.^^  In  California,  actions  against  counties  may  be  com- 
menced and  tried  in  any  county  in  the  judicial  district  in 
which  such  county  is  situated,  unless  such  actions  are  between 
counties,  in  which  case  they  may  be  commenced  and  tried  in 
any  county  not  a  party  thereto.^^ 

§  399.  ATermeiit  of  demand  and  presentation  of  claim.  When- 
ever it  is  provided  by  statute  that  in  order  to  render  lia- 
ble a  municipal  corporation,  the  plaintiff's  demand  or  claim 
must  be  presented  to  a  certain  board  or  ofl&cial  for  allowance, 
the  complaint  must  contain  an  allegation  of  the  facts  consti- 
tuting such  presentation,  and  aver  the  rejection  of  the  demand 
or  claim.^^  Unless  such  facts  are  alleged,  the  presentation 
can  not  be  proved.^^  In  California  it  is  provided  by  statute 
that  "  the  board  of  supervisors  must  not  hear  or  consider  any 
claim  in  favor  of  an  individual  against  the  county,  unless  an 
account  properly  made  out,  giving  all  the  items  of  the  claim, 
dulv  verified  as  to  its  correctness,  and  that  the  amount  claimed 
is  justly  due,  is  presented  to  the  board  within  a  year  after  the 
last  item  of  the  account  accrued."^^  In  the  construction 
of  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that  a  substantial  compliance 
therewith  is  essential  to  render  the  county  liable  after  the 
rejection  of  the  claim;*^  and  that  the  plaintiff  must  aver  all 
the  farts  required  by  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  presentation 
of  his  claim,  and  its  rejection  by  the  board  of  supervisors. 
Merely  averring  that  the  claim  has  been  duly  presented  and 
rejected  is  not  enough.*®    Where,  however,  a  board  of  super- 

122  San  Benito  Co.  v.  Whltesldee,  51  Cal.  418. 

123  Cal.  Code  Pro.,  §  3^;  see  §  53,  ante. 

124  Ernst  V.  Kunkle.  5  Ohio  St.  523;  RusseU  v.  Mayor,  1  Daly, 
263:  Elllssen  v.  Halleck.  6  Cal.  386;  McCann  v.  Sierra  County.  7 
id.  123:  and  see  Reining  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  102  N.  Y.  308;  Jones  v. 
Minneapolis,  31  Minn.  230;  Thompson  v.  Milwaukee.  69  Wis.  492; 
BiUin^s  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Custer  County.  7  Mont  464. 

125  City  of  Atchison  v.  King,  9  Kan.  550;  but  see  Jaqulsh  v.  Town 
of  Ithaca,  36  Wis,  108,  where  it  is  held  that  the  failure  to  make 
such  allegations  must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  defendant, 
either  by  motion  for  nonsuit  or  otherwise. 

128  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  §  4072.  Sufficient  verification  of  claim  against 
-county.    See  Rhoda  v.  Alameda  County,  69  Cal.  523. 

127  Babcock  v.  Goodrich,  47  Cal.  488. 

128  Rhoda  V.  Alameda  County,  52  Cal.  350. 
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visors  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  county  jail, 
the  work  to  be  paid  for  in  installments,  on  the  certificate  of 
the  architect,  an  account  giving  the  sum  total  of  an  install- 
ment, without  "  all  the  items  of  a  claim,"  is  sufficient.^^  The 
necessity  of  presentation  of  a  claim  is  not  confined  to  causes 
of  action  arising  out  of  contract,  but  includes  cases  arising 
from  torts,^^^  and  a  money  judgment.^**  Unless  a  claim  is 
presented  within  the  time  limited,  it  is  barred,  and  the  super- 
visors have  no  power  to  allow  it  afterwards,^^  nor  has  the 
legislature  power  to  legalize  an  illegal  claim,  so  as  to  make  it 
binding  on  the  county.*^  After  the  final  action  of  the  board 
in  rejecting  a  claim,  the  plaintiff  must  bring  action 'thereon 
within  six  months,  or  his  demand  is  barred.^®* 

129  Babcock  v.  Goodrich,  47  Oal.  488. 

180  Price  v.  County  of  Sacramento,  6  Oal.  254;  McCann  v.  Sierra 
County,  7  id.  121.  It  is  not  requisite  to  present  a  claim  for  damages, 
caused  by  negligence  of  tiie  city  authorities  In  the  repairing  or 
construction  of  a  sewer,  to  the  board  of  sui)ervisor8  of  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco  before  instituting  a  suit  upon  it. 
Spangler  v.  San  Francisco,  84  CaL  12;  Lehr  v.  San  Francisco,  66 
id.  76;'  Bloom  v.  San  Francisco,  64  id.  503. 

181  Alden  V.  County  of  Alameda,  43  Cal.  270. 
i82CarroU  v.  Siebenthaler,  37  Cal.  193. 

138  Domlngos  v.  County  of  Sacramento,  61  Cal.  608. 

184  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  §  4075.  No  action  can  be  maintained  against 
the  city  of  New  Yorjc  till  such  claim  has  been  presented  to  the  comp- 
troller. Laws  of  New  Yorlt,  1860,  chap.  379,  §  2;  Russell  v.  Mayor 
of  New  Yorlc,  1  Daly,  263.  For  somewhat  similar  statutes  as  to  the 
necessary  demand  before  a  suit  against  the  cities  of  Brooklyn  and 
Buffalo,  respectively,  see  Howell  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  15  N.  Y.  512; 
Hart  V.  City  of  Broolclyn,  36  Barb.  228.  In  New  York,  a  second 
demand  on  the  expiraticm  of  twenty  days  after  the  rejection  of  the 
claim  is  required,  and  under  that  practice  the  following  allegation 
is  essential.  That  thereafter,  on,  etc.,  and  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  days,  he  made  a  second  demand  in  writing,  upon  the  said 

for  the  adjustment  of  the  said  claim;  but  the  said has 

hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  make  an  adjustment  or  pay- 
ment thereof.  See  Abb.  Forms,  No.  184,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
In  an  action  against  the  board  of  supervisors  of  a  county  to  recover 
the  amount  of  certain  illegal,  claims  alleged  to  have  been  unlaw- 
fully allowed  and  ordered  paid  by  them  in  their  official  capacity 
out  of  the  county  treasury,  the  complaint  must  aver  the  nature 
of  the  claims,  in  order  that  it  may  be  determined  whether  the  acts 
complained  of  are  illegal.  A  mere  allegation  that  the  members  of 
the  board  '*  misappropriated,  wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  illegally 
allowed  and  paid  out,  large  sums  of  money,*'  and  that  the  demands 
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§  400.  Instances  of  necessary  allegations  in  actions  by  or 
against  municipal   corporations  —  authority   to   enact   by-laws. 

The  authority  to  enact  may  be  averred  in  general  terms.  Where 
a  corporation  is  authorized  to  pass  a  by-law  if  they  find  it 
necessary,  and  they  pass  it,  a  declaration  on  the  by-law  need 
not  aver  the  necessity.*^  It  is  sufficient  in  pleading  to  aver 
generally,  that  a  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  is  in  violation 
of  some  municipal  ordinance  or  enactment.  When  such  ordi- 
nance or  enactment  is  founded  upon  a  statute,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  plead  the  statute  specially.^*® 

}  401.  Actions  on  bonds  and  contracts.  In  a  suit  against  a 
municipal  corporation  on  its  bonds,  where  the  complaint  sets 
out  the  bonds;  avers  the  defendant  to  be  a  corporation;  that 
the  corporation  made  and  delivered  the  bonds  on  good  consid- 
eration, under  an  ordinance  passed  by  the  proper  agents  of 
the  corporation,  having  authority  for  that  purpose,  and  that 
defendant  has  failed  to  pay;  it  was  held  that  the  complaint 
shows,  prima  facie,  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  corporation; 
and  it  was  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  ordinance,  nor  the  vote, 
or  other  proceedings  of  the  corporate  agents,  or  give  any  further 
description  of  the  agents  of  the  corporation.^^'' 

Where  a  suit  is  brought  on  a  contract  made  by  a  city,  where 
the  laws  regulating  it  require  the  consent  of  two-thirds  of  its 
electors  to  validate  debts  for  the  borrowed  money,  such  consent 
need  not  be  averred  on  the  plaintifPs  part.  If  with  such  sanc- 
tion the  debt  would  be  obligatory,  the  sanction  will,  primarily, 
be  presumed.  Its  nonexistence,  if  it  does  not  exist,  is  matter 
of  defense,  to  be  shown  by  the  defendant.^*®  In  an  action 
against  the  city  of  St.  Paul,  on  a  contract  for  grading  streets, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  an  estimate  of  the  expenses 
was  filed  by  the  commissioner,  nor  that  the  contract  was  made 
with  the  lowest  bidder.^^ 

"  were  wrongfully,  unlawfully  and  without  authority  of  law  allowed 
and  ordered  paid/'  states  only  a  legal  conclusion,  and  Is  insufficient 
Hedges  v.  Dam,  72  Gal.  520. 

iM  StuyveBant  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  7  Cow.  585. 

issBeman  v.  Tugnot,  5  Sandf.  153;  see  County  of  San  Diego  ▼. 
Selfert,  97  Cal.  594. 

i«7  Underbill  v.  Trustees  of  the  City  of  Sonoma,  17  Cal.  172. 
Actions  on  bonds  issued  in  aid  of  public  improvements.  See 
Toothaker  v.  City  of  Boulder,  13  Col.  219. 

i«8  Gelpeke  v.  City  of  Dubuque,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  221. 

i»  Nash  T.  St.  Paul,  8  Minn.  172. 
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In  California,  a  complaint  which  alleges  that  the  plaintiflf, 
as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  performed  services  at  the  request  of 
the  district  attorney  for  the  county,  in  cases  wherein  the  people 
of  the  state  were  plaintiffs,  to  the  amount  of  thirty-two  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  that  defendant  thereby  became  and  is  liable 
to  pay  the  said  sum,  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  against  said  county.^*^  A  complaint  in  an 
action  against  a  county  for  damages  sustained  by  the  location 
of  a  public  highway  over  plaintiff's  land,  laid  out  under  the 
act  of  1861,  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action  unless  it  avers  that 
the  plaintiff  had  attempted  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the 
board  of  supervisors  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  sustained, 
and  could  not  agree  with  the  board  as  to  such  amount.**^  So, 
a  complaint  in  an  action  against  a  city  for  a  sum  of  money 
claimed  to  be  due  from  it  on  account  of  the  construction  of 
a  sewer,  which  alleges  a  promise  of  the  city  to  pay  for  the 
same,  but  shows  that  the  contract  under  which  the  work  was 
done  did  not  bind  the  city  to  pay  for  the  work,  and  expressly 
provided  that  the  city  should  not  be  liable  for  any  portion  of 
the  expense  incurred  in  the  performance  of  the  contract,  ex- 
<?ept  as  otherwise  provided  in  the  act  of  March  18,  1885  (Stats. 
1885,  p.  147),  and  does  not  allege  that  in  order  to  collect  suffi- 
cient money  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  the  work  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  assess  any  lot,  properly  chargeable  with  such 
cost,  an  amount  exceeding  one-half  of  its  last  assessed  valua- 
tion, does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.^*^  An  allegation  in  such 
complaint  that  a  sum  specified  is  "  chargeable  to  the  city  and 
payable  out  of  its  municipal  treasury,"  where  the  other  facts 
alleged  do  not  disclose  a  liability  upon  the  part  of  the  city, 
is  to  be  regarded  simply  as  the  statement  of  a  conclusion  of 
law,  which  is  not  admitted  by  a  demurrer. ^^  In  an  action 
against  a  county  for  services  in  doing  the  county 
printing,  a  complaint  is  demurrable  for  want  of  facts, 
when  it  does  not  allege  that  the  work  was  done  by  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  he  had  any  interest  in  the  newspaper  in 
which  the  official  notices  were  published.^*^  And  in  an  action 
by  a   publisher  to  recover   from  a    county  compensation    for 

140  Minpr  V.  Solano  County,  26  Cal.  115. 

141  Lincoln  v.  Colusa  County.  28  Cal.  662. 

142  MoBean  v.  San  Bernardino,  96  Cal.  183. 
148  Id. 

144  Ratlibun  V.  Thurston  County,  8  Wash.  St  238. 
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the  publication  of  matter  furnished  to  him  by  a  county  clerk, 
under  a  statute  requiring  county  clerks  to  cause  certain  matters 
to  be  published  in  one  or  more  county  newspapers,  a  complaint 
"which  states  that  such  matter  was  furnished  by  the  county 
clerk  for  publication,  but  does  not  aver  that  such  clerk  caused 
it  to  be  published,  or  that  the  newspaper  named  in  the  com- 
plaint was  designated  by  the  clerk  as  the  one  in  which  publicar 
tion  was  to  be  made,  is  bad  on  demurrer.^^  A  complaint 
against  the  board  of  education  of  a  city  averring  that  at  the 
defendant's  request  the  plaintiff  made  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  certain  plans  and  specifications  for  public  school 
buildings,  to  be  built  in  the  city,  which  were  duly  approved, 
accepted  and  adopted  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  services 
of  the  plaintiff  in  preparing  and  furnishing  the  same  to  the 
defendant  were  reasonably  worth  a  certain  stated  sum  of  money, 
payment  of  which  the  plaintiff  has  demanded  of  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  defendant  has  paid  no  part  thereof,  states  a  suffi- 
cient cause  of  action  upon  an  implied  assumpsit.^^  The  com- 
mon counts  may  be  used  in  an  action  of  assunt^fsit  against  a 
municipal  corporation.**^ 

f  402.  Actions  for  medical  care  of  aick.  A  complaint  in  an 
action  against  a  county  to  recover  for  medical  care  and  treat- 
ment of  sick  persons  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action  if  it  do 
not  aver  that  the  sick  persons  treated  were  indigent  persons 
and  residents  of  the  county.**® 

When  in  an  action  against  a  corporation  for  the  value  of 
medical  services  rendered  its  employees,  the  petition  did  not 
allege  any  promise  by  the  defendant,  or  any  fact  by  which  the 
law  would  imply  a  promise,  it  was  held  defective.  An  allega^ 
tion  that  the  services  were  rendered  at  the  instance  and  request 
of  the  agent  of  the  defendant  is  not  an  averment  that  they 
were  rendered  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant.**® 

%  403.  Action  for  injury  by  negligence.  The  person  or  per- 
sons upon  whom  the  law  may  impose  the  duty  either  to  repair 
a  defect  or  to  guard  the  public  from  an  excavation,  embank- 
ment, or  grading,  and  also  the  officer  or  officers  through  whose 

145  Becker  v.  Commissioners,  etc.,  11  Mont.  490. 

146  Brown  v.  Board  of  Education,  103  Cal.  531. 

147  Id, 

14S  Johnson  v.  Santa  Clara  County,  28  Cal.  545. 
14»  Wells  V.  Pacific  R.  R.  Co..  35  Mo.  164. 
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ollicial  neglect  such  defect  continues,  are  jointly  and  severally 
liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  their  negligence.**^  Incorpo- 
rated cities  are  not  liable,  in  California,  for  injuries  sustained 
by  private  individuals  caused  by  the  neglect  of  the  city  officers 
in  keeping  its  streets  in  repair,  unless  made  so  liable  by  the 
acts  under  which  they  are  incorporated;**^*  nor  for  personal 
injuries  caused  by  the  acts  of  its  officers  at  a  public  hospital;**^^ 
nor  for  injuries  to  property  occasioned  by  the  overflow  of  water 
by  reason  of  the  abutment  of  a  bridge  being  wrongfully  built 
by  the  road  overseer  in  the  channel  of  the  stream.*"  In 
Illinois,  if  a  city,  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  to  grade  highways, 
creates  a  stagnant  pond  on  a  man's  land,  close  to  his  house, 
it  is  liable  in  damages.***  A  municipal  corporation  has  the 
same  right  to  maintain  an  action  to  prevent  the  unlawful  ob- 
struction of  a  street  as  would  the  people  of  the  state,  and  has 
the  right  to  maintain  an  action  to  abate  a  public  nuisance  upon 
a  public  square.*"* 

f  404.  Against  the  tnistees  of  a  dissolved  corporation  for  an 
accounting. 

Form  No.  84, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  himself,  as  well  as  of  all  other 

creditors  of  the company  who  may  come  in  and 

contribute  to  the  expenses  of  this  action,  complains  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the company  was  incorporated  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  under  the  "  act "  [title 

of  act]  passed ,  18. .,  and  the  acts  amending  the 

same. 

150  Eustace  v.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  3;  Barrett  v.  Railroad  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
631.  Where  two  municipalities  are  Jointly  chargeable  with  the 
duty  of  inaiDtaining  a  bridge  or  highway,  an  action  will  lie  against 
either  on  an  allegation  of  the  joint  duty  and  Joint  negligence. 
Hawxhurst  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  15  Abb.  N.  C.  181. 

181  Winbigler  v.  City  of  Los  Angeles.  45  Cal.  36;  O'Hale  v.  Sacra- 
mento, 48  id.  212;  Krause  v.  Sacramento,  id.  221;  Huffman  t.  San 
Joaquin  County,  21  id.  426;  Tranter  v.  City  of  Sacramento,  61  id. 
271.  In  what  caaefl  an  action  lies  against  a  Tillage  for  neglect  to 
maintain  sidewalks,  see  Harrington  v.  Village  of  Comincr,  51  Barb. 
306. 

152  Sherboume  v.  Yuba  County,  21  Cal.  113;  81  Am.  Dec.  161. 

1R3  Crowell  v.  Sonoma  Connty,  25  Cal.  313. 

iM  Nevins  T.  City  of  Peoria,  41  HI.  503:  89  Am.  Dec.  302. 

iMa  People  y.  Holladay,  93  Cal.  241;  27  Am.  St  Rep.  18& 
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II.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  corporation  was  dissolved  by  the  judgment  of  the 

court  on  that  day  duly  given  and  made  in  a  certain  proceeding 
in  said  court  then  pending,  wherein  the  people  of  the  state 
of  California,  upon  information  of  the  attorney-general  of  said 
state,  was  plaintiff,  and  the  said  corporation  was  defendant 
(or  that  it  was  dissolved  on  its  own  petition  to  the  county  judge, 
or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be). 

IV.  That  the  defendants  above  named  were,  at  and  preceding 
the  date  of  the  dissolution  of  said  corporation,  the  (trustees, 
directors,  or  managers,  etc.,  according  to  the  fact)  of  said  cor- 
poration, and  upon  its  said  dissolution  became  the  trustees  of 
the  creditors  (or  stockholders)  thereof. 

V.  That  the  defendants,  as  such  trustees,  have  received  a 
large  amount  of  money  and  other  property  belonging  to  the 
said  company,  but  have  refused  to  pay  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff. 

Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendants  account,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  for  the  property  received  by  them,  as  aforesaid. 

2.  For  the  payment  to  him  of   dollars,  with 

interest  from  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  and 

costs,  out  of  the  funds  in  possession  of  the  defendants,  or  which 
they  may  collect. 

3.  That  the  defendants,  without  delay,  proceed  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  trusts  devolved  upon  them  in  the  premises. 

§  406.  DiBSolution  by  surrender  by  truBteee.  That  the  trus- 
tees have  the  power  to  surrender  the  franchise,  after  its  debts 
are  paid,  is  a  proposition  which  admits  of  no  doubt;  and  if 
they  should  do  so  without  having  made  any  disposition  of  its 
property,  there  being  no  stockholders  or  creditors,  the  personal 
property  of  the  corporation  would  vest  in  the  state.^"  Chan- 
cellor Kent  says:  "The  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  a 
corporation  aggregate  may  surrender,  and  in  that  way  dissolve 
itself;  but  then  the  surrender  must  be  accepted  by  the  govern- 
ment, and  be  made  by  some  solemn  act  to  render  it  complete."^** 

iw  2  Kent's  Oom.  386:  An^ell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  H  1»5:  People  v. 
President  and  Trustees  of  the  College  of  California.  38  Cal.  166. 

1W2  Kent's  Com.  311:  The  People  of  the  State  of  California  ▼. 
President  and  Trustees  of  the  College  of  California.  38  Cal.  166; 
Snlllyan  v.  Trlunfo  M.  Co.,  89  id.  459.    That  a  private  corporation 
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In  Angell  A'Ames  on  Corporations  (§  772),  after  announcing 
that  some  doubt  has  existed  in  England  touching  the  powers 
of  a  municipal  corporation  to  surrender  its  corporate  existence, 
the  author  concludes,  that  "by  far  the  better  opinion  is,  that 
where  the  surrender  is  duly  made  and  accepted,  it  is 'effectual 
to  dissolve  a  municipal  body.  In  this  country,  the  power  of 
a  private  corporation  to  dissolve  itself  by  its  own  assent  seems 
to  be  assumed  by  all  judges  upon  the  point/'^*'' 

$  406.  Trustees,  appointmeiLt  of,  in  California.  Upon  the 
dissolution  of  a  corporation,  unless  other  persons  are  appointed 
by  the  legislature,  or  by  a  court  of  competent  authority,  the 
directors  or  managers  of  the  corporation  shall  be  trustees  of 
the  creditors  and  stockholders.*** 

}  407.  Powers  and  liabilities  of  trustees.  In  California  the 
trustees  or  receivers  of  a  dissolved  corporation  are  jointly  and 
severally  responsible  to  the  creditors  and  stockholders  to  the 
extent  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  corporation  in  their 
hands.***  Such  trustees  or  receivers  may  sue  and  recover  the 
debts  and  property  of  the  dissolved  corporation.  And  where  a 
common-law  receiver  sues  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  the 
declaration  must  aver  that  the  suit  is  brought  by  the  direction 
of  the  receiver.*"®  So,  when  a  receiver  is  appointed,  and  the 
assets  are  assigned  to  him,  even  if  the  corporation  is  still  in 
being.*~ 

may  dissolve  Itself  without  the  consent  of  the  state,  see  Merchant 
etc..  Line  v.  Waganer,  71  Ala.  581;  Wilson  v.  Central  Bridge,  9  R.  I. 
590. 

167  The  authorities  quoted  In  support  are:  Hampshire  v.  Franklin. 
16  Mass.  86;  McLaren  v.  Pennington.  1  Paige  Ch.  107;  Enfield  T<rfl 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Connecticut  Bailroad  Co.,  7  Conn.  45;  Slee  v.  Bloom, 
19  Johns.  456;  10  Am.  Dec.  273;  Canal  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co..  4  Gill  & 
.T.  1;  Trustees,  etc.,  v.  Zanesville  C.  &  M.  Co..  9  Ohio,  203;  Penobscot 
Boom  Co.  V.  Lamson,  16  Me.  224;  33  Am.  Dec.  656;  Mumm  v. 
Potomac  Co.,  8  Pet.  281;  The  People  of  the  State  of  California  v. 
President  and  Trustees  of  the  College  of  California,  38  Cal,  166. 

iM  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  400;  see  Clark  v.  San  Francisco,  53  Cal.  806. 

iM  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  400. 

160  Bank  of  Niagara  v.  Johnson,  8  Wend.  645. 

161  Bank  of  Lyons  v.  Demmon,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  398.  The  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  is  an  exception,  to  be  made  only  in  cases  of 
neglect  of  duty  or  abut^e  of  power  by  the  directors,  when  required 
for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  a  creditor  or  stockholder.  Have- 
T-toyer  v.  Superior  Court,  84  Cal.  327;  see  State  Investment,  etc., 
Co.  V.  San  Francisco,  101  id.  135. 
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S  408.  Against  director  of  insurance  company  —  grounds  of 
unlawful  dividends  and  transfers  of  assets. 

Form  No,  85. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  from  the day  of ,  18 . .,  to 

the day  of  ,  18..,  the   

company  was  a  corporation  existing  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of 
this  state,  and  authorized  by  law  to  make  insurances. 

II.  That  during  the  said  time  the  said  corporation  made 

insurances  for  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  dollars, 

on  two  vessels,  viz.:  dollars  on  a  vessel  named 

the  "  Brother  Jonathan,"  and dollars  on  a  vessel 

named  the  "  Central  America; "  both  of  which  vessels  became 
total  losses,  within  the  meaning  of  said  policies  of  insurance, 
and  during  the  voyages  for  which  such  insurances  were  made. 
And  that  the  amounts  of  such  insurance  have  not  been  paid. 

III.  That  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  said  cor- 
poration, at  which  defendant  was  present,  during  the  time 
aforesaid,  the  defendant  with  the  other  trustees  made  dividends 
to  the  stockholders  of  the  saiS  corporation,  to  a  large  amount, 

to-wit,  to  the  sum  of dollars,  which  dividends 

were  not  made  from  the  surplus  profits  arising  from  the  busi- 
ness of  said  corporation. 

IV.  That  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  said  cor- 
poration, at  which  the  defendant  was  present,  and  when  the 
said  corporation  was  insolvent  and  in  contemplation  of  insol- 
vency, the  defendant,  with  the  other  trustee,  made  conveyances, 
assignments,  and  transfers  of  the  assets  and  property  of  said 
corporation,  with  the  intent  of  giving  a  preference  to  particular 
creditors  of  said  corporation  over  other  creditors  of  said 
company. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff  is,  and  was  at  the  times  of  the  afore- 
said acts,  a  creditor  of  said  corporation  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  defendant  then  was  a  trustee  of 
said  company.  That  in  consequence  of  the  wrongful  acts  and 
violations  of  law  by  the  defendant,  with  the  other  directors 
of  said  corporation  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  said  corpora- 
tion, prior  to  said day  of ,  and  while 

the  plaintiff  was  such  creditor,  and  the  defendant  such  trustee, 
became,  and  now  is.  wbollv  insolvent;  that  plaintiff  has  sus- 
tained lose  by  reason  thereof  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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§  409.  Against  directors  of  an  incorporated  company  for  mak- 
ing unlawful  dividends,  and  distribution  of  stock,  adapted  to 
section  309  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California  —  naming  the  defend- 
ants as  individuals,  not  as  directors. 

Form  No.  86. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and 

from  that  day  until  the day  of ,  18. ., 

the  company  was  a  corporation  existing  under 

the  laws  of  the  state  of  California,  and  doing  business  as  such, 
in  its  said  corporate  name. 

II.  That  on  the day  of  . . .  .• ,  18. .,  said 

company  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  its 

promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [insert  copy 
of  note];  and  that  said  promissory  note  remains  wholly  un- 
paid, and  there  is  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  the  said  sum  of 

dollars,  and  interest  thereon  from  the day 

of  ,  18 . . ,  at  the  rate  of   per  centum 

per  annum,  all  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States. 

III.  That  the  directors  of  the  Said  corporation  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  and  while  the  said  corporation  was 

so  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  made  and  declared  a  dividrjnd  to 
the  stockholders  thereof  of dollars  per  share,  amount- 
ing in  all  to  the  sum  of dollars,  and  afterwards  paid 

tho  dividend  aforesaid  to  its  stockholders  aforesaid,  and  the 
'plaintiff  avers  that  said  dividend  was  not  made  from  the  surplus 

profits  arising  from  the  business  of  said  corporation. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said,  directors  of  said  corporation  divided  among  and  paid  the 
stockholders  thereof,  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock  of  said 
corporation,  to-wit,  the  sum  of dollars. 

V.  That  the  defendants,  k.  B.,  C.  D.,  and  E.  F.,  and  each 
of  them,  were,  at  and  during  all  the  times  aforesaid,  directors 
of  said  corporation,  and  assented  to  the  making  of  said  divi- 
dend, and  the  division  and  payment  of  said  capital  stock  as 
aforesaid. 

VI.  That   said   corporation   wafl,  on  the   day  of 

,  18 . . ,  dissolved.     [State  how.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  410.  Essential  averment.  It  should  nppoar  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  the  wrongful 
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acts  and  violation  of  law  complained  of  are  alleged  to  have 
been  done  or  committed.*®^ 

i  411.  Orounds  of  action.  The  complaint  may  set  forth  sev- 
eral grounds^  on  either  of  which  the  defendants  would  be 
liable.^®*  The  statutes  of  the  several  states  differ  so  much  in 
regard  to  the  acts  wliich  make  directors  or  trustees  of  corpora- 
tions individually  liable  to  stockholders  or  creditors,  and  the 
grounds  under  each  statute  are  so  numerous,  that  we  can  only 
give  the  foregoing  as  suggestions  to  the  pleader,  who  will,  in 
all  cases,  be  required  to  examine  with  great  care  the  statute 
under  which  he  is  pleading.^®* 

§  412.  Statute.  But  when  two  different  statutes  severally 
authorize  an  action  upon  a  certain  state  of  facts,  the  arising  of 
such  state  of  facts  constitutes  but  one  cause  of  action;  and  a 
plaintiff  must  elect  which  statute  he  will  proceed  under;  and 
can  not  complain  upon  the  same  facts  in  two  counts,  one  under 
each  statute.^® 

§  413.  Individual  creditor  against  individual  stockholder. 

Form  No»  87, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the   company  is  now,  and  since  the 

day  of 18. .,  has  been  a  corporation 

existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  for  the 
purpose  of  mining  for  silver  and  other  precious  metals,  and 
that  the  principal  place  of  business  of  the  said  corporation  is, 
and  since  the  said day  of ,  18. .,  has 

i€2  Ogden  V.  Hollo,  13  Abb.  Pr.  300. 

i«3  Dnrant  v.  Gardner,  10  Abb.  Pr.  445;  S.  C,  19  How.  Pr.  94. 

iw  The  directors  of  a  minlnfr  corporaUcn,  which  has  become  In- 
debted by  acquiring  its  property  Incumbered  with  debt  and  by 
making  permanent  Improvements  thereon,  are  not  liable  to  the 
corporation  merely  because  they  declare  and  pay  dividends  out  of 
the  net  proceeds  of  the  mine  without  first  paying  the  whole  of 
snch  debts,  and  are  not  thereby  guilty  of  any  lnfra(*tlon  of  Rectlon 
."^nn  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  prohibiting  the  making  of  divi- 
dends, except  from  the  surplus  profits  arising  from  the  business  of 
the  corporation.    Excelsior,  etc.,  Mln.  Co.  v.  Pierce,  00  Cal.  131. 

i«B  Ripperly  v.  Troy  &  Boston  R.  R.  Co..  9  How.  Pr.  83.  Action  by 
stockholder  for  violation  of  trust  on  part  of  directors  of  corporation. 
See  Wickersham  v.  Crittenden,  93  Cal.  17. 
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been  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  state  (»£ 
California. 

II.  That  the  capital  stock  of  said corporation 

is,  and  since  the  said   day  of   ,  18. ., 

has  been  limited  to shares,  of  the  par  value  of 

dollars  per  share,  making  a  totaj  capital  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  whole  of  said  capital  stock  of  said  corporation 
was  and  is  issued  to  and  owned  by  various  persons,  who  are 

now  and  have  been  such  owners  of  said  stock  since  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  and  that  the  full  amount  thereof 

has  been  paid  into  said  corporation  by  said  stockholders,  and 
that  all  amounts  paid  in  by  said  stockholders  have  been  ex- 
pended, and  that  nothing  now  remains  to  pay  the  claims  of 
the  creditors  of  the  said  corporation,  and  that  said  corporation 
is  insolvent. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  corporation  gave  its  promissory  note  to  one  A.  B.,  for 

the  sum  of dollars,  payable  in  gold  coin,  with 

interest  at per  cent,  per  month,  a  copy  of  which  is 

hereby  annexed,  marked  "  Exhibit  A." 

V.  That  said  note  was  afterwards  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  said  A.  B. 

VI.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  its  acceptance  in  writing 

for  the  sum  of   dollars,  in  gold,  with  interest 

from  date,  also  payable  in  gold,  for  supplies  then  furnished 
by  the  plaintiff  to  said  corporation,  at  its  special  instance  and 
request,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

VII.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  its  certain  other  acceptance 

in  writing  for  the  sum  of dollars,  payable  to  the 

plaintiff,  in  gold  coin,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  

per  cent,  per  month,  from  date,  payable  in  gold  coin,  for 
supplies  and  money  then  and  there  furnished  by  the  plaintiff 
to  said  corporation,  at  its  special  instance  and  request. 

VIII.  That  on  or  about  the day  of , 

18..,   in   the    Superior    Court,   in    and    for   the  county    of 

in  this   state,   the  plaintiff  commenced   on 

action  against  the  said  corporation,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars  principal  and  interest  due  upon  said  note  and  accept- 
ances, and  for  costs  and  damages,  all  in  gold  coin. 
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IX.  That  afterwards^  on  the day  of , 

18*.,  personal  service  of  summons  and  certified  copy  of  com- 
plaint in  said  action  was  made  on  the  said   •  • 

company. 

X.  That  afterwards,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18..,  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  said  action  against  the 
said  company,  the  defendant  therein,  and  in  favor  of  this  plain- 
tiff, for  the  full  amount  of  dollars,  in  United 

States  gold  coin. 

XI.  That  afterwards,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  execution  was  issued  in  the  said  action  upon  said  judg- 
ment by  the  clerk  of  the  said  court,  and  addressed  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  said  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  which  execu- 
tion was  thereupon  delivered  to  said  sheriff,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  he  returned  the  same  wholly  un- 
satisfied, and  that  no  property  could  be  found  within  the  said 
county  belonging  to  said company. 

XII.  That  the  said company  has  not  paid  the 

said  judgment,  and  that  it  still  remains  in  full  force  and  effect 
unsatisfied,  unreversed,  and  not  appealed  from;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  thereof. 

XIII.  That  ever  since  the   day  of  , 

18. .,  and  also  at  and  during  the  time  when  the  said  debts  and 
liabilities,  for  said  moneys  advanced  and  supplies  furnished, 
accrued  and  were  contracted  and  incurred  by  said  corporation, 
and  the  said  note  given  and  acceptance  made,  the  defendant 
was  a  stockholder  in  the  said  corporation  to  the  amount  of 
. . .  ^ shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation. 

XIV.  That  the  total  amount  of  indebtedness  of  the  said 
corporation  is dollars. 

XV.  That  the  proportion  of  said  indebtedness,  for  which  de- 
fendant is  liable  to  plaintiff,  is dollars  per  share, 

in  United  States  gold  coin,  amounting  to  the  full  sum  of 

'dollars  in  gold  coin,  with  interest  at  the  rate 

of per  cent,  per  month,  and  payable  in  gold  coin,  on 

dollars  of  the  above  amount  sued  for,  and  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  month,  in  gold 

oom,  upon  the  sum  of  dollars,  the  remainder 

of  the  above  amount  sued  for. 

XVT.  That  although  often  requested,  still  defendant  has 
fafled,  n^lected,  and  refused  to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

49 
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Wherefore,  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  sum  of dollars  in  United  States  gold 

coin,  and  interest  on  the  sum  of dollars,  at  the 

late  of per  cent,  per  month,  compounded  monthly, 

payable  in  like  gold  coin,  and  interest  on  the  sum  of 

dollars,  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  month,  in  United 

States  gold  coin,  and  for  costs  of  suit. 

[Exhibit  "A^'  Annexed.] 

S  414.  The  saine  —  shorter  form. 

Form  No.  88. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the 

company  was  a  corporation  created  by  and  under  the  laws  of 
this  state,  organized  pursuant  to  an  act  entitled  "An  acf 
[title  of  act],  passed ,  18. .,  and  the  acts  amend- 
ing the  same,  and  supplementary  thereto. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  said 

company,  by  its  agent  duly  authorized  thereto,  made  its  prom- 
issory note  dated  on  that  day,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  an- 
nexed, and  marked  "  Exhibit  A." 

III.  That  on  the day  of 18 . . ,  in  an 

action    in    the    Superior    Court,    in    and    for   the    county    of 

,   to   recover  the   same   from   said   company, 

judgment  was  rendered  by  said  court  against  said  com- 
pany, in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for    dollars, 

being    dollars,  the  amount   due  thereon,   with 

interest,  amounting  to dollars,  and  costs. 

IV.  That  execution  thereon  was  thereafter  issued  against 
said  company,  and  returned  wholly  unsatisfied. 

V.  That  at  the  time  said  debt  was  contracted,  the  defendant 
was  a  stockholder  of  said  company,  holding  stock  therein  to 

the  amount  of dollars,  being shares 

of  the  par  value  of dollars  each;  and  that  he 

still  is  such  stockholder  therein. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Exhibit  ''A**  Annexed.] 

%  415.  Nature  of  stockholder's  liability  for  corporate  debts. 

At  the  common  law,  a  stockholder  was  not  individually  liable 
for  the  debts  of   the    corporation.**"*     Such  liability  has  been 

166  Whitman  v.  Cox,  25  Me.  335;  Shaw  v.  Boylan,  16  Ind.  884; 
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very  generally  created  by  statute  in  the  several  states.  These 
statutes  differ  largely  in  their  details,  and  in  the  extent  of  the 
liability  which  they  impose  upon  the  stockholder.  Some  of 
the  statutes  make  a  stockholder  liable  for  the  debts  of  the 
^corporation  jto  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  stock  held  by  him. 
By  others  the  liability  is  limited  to  such  a  proportion  of  the 
debt  or  claim  against  the  corporation  contracted  during  the 
time  he  was  a  stockholder  as  the  amount  of  stock  or  shares 
owned  by  the  stockholder  bears  to  the  whole  of  the  subscribed 
capital  stock  or  shares.  This  latter  is  the  limit  of  the  liability 
imposed  on  the  stockholders  in  California.*®^  In  this  state  tlie 
Constitution  leaves  to  the  legislature  the  power  to  regulate 
the  liabilities  of  stockholders,  and  to  prescribe  the  rule  by 
which  each  stockholder's  proportion  of  such  debts  shall  be 
ascertained.*®  The  stockholder's  liability  in  California  is  not 
that  of  a  mere  surety.  It  is  primary  and  original.  And  the 
same  identical  act  which  casts  the  liability  on  the  corporation, 
also  casts  it  on  the  stockholder.*®^  Consequently  such  liability 
is  not  contingent  upon  a  recovery  against  the  corporation,*""* 
and  is  not  affected  by  a  suspension  of  the  remedy  against  the 
corporation.*^*  Where,  however,  the  corporate  debt  is  satisfied 
in  part,  there  is  also  a  pro  tanto  discharge  of  the  liability  of 
the  stockholders.  Accordingly,  in  an  action  against  a  stock- 
holder for  his  proportion  of  a  corporation  debt  which  had  been 
partially  satisfied  by  a  sale  of  mortgaged  and  pledged  property, 
the  defendant  is  only  liable  for  his  proportion  of  indebtedness 
after  the  payments  have  been  credited.**^^  Such  liability  is  not 
in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  but  a  liability  arising 

Ireland  v.  Palestine,  etc..  Turnpike  Co..  19  Ohio  St.  369;  Gray  v. 
Coffin.  9  Cush.  192;  Nichols  v.  Thomas.  4  Mass.  232;  Vincent  v. 
Chapman,  10  GUI  &  J.  279;  Nlmlck  v.  Mlnpo  Iron  ^Vorks  Co.,  25 
W.  Va.  1«4;  United  States  v.  Knox.  102  IT.  S.  422. 

16T  Const.,  art.  12,  S  3  (1879);  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  322;  French  v. 
Teschemaker,  24  Cal.  543;  Mok.  HHl  Canal  Co.  v.  Woodbury,  14  Id. 
2R5;  BldweU  v.  Babcook,  87  Id.  29. 

iMJ^rrabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal.  155;  French,  v.  Teschemaker,  24 
Id.  539. 

i*»  Prince  v.  Lynch.  38  Cal.  52S:  99  Am.  Dec.  427;  Younjsr  v.  Rosen- 
bauro.  39  Cal.  «46;  Sonoma  Valley  Bank  v.  Hill,  59  id.  107. 

170  Davidson  v.  Rankin,  34  Cal.  503;  Hyman  v.  Coleman,  82  Id. 
^50;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  178. 

171  Younjr  V.  Rosenbaum.  39  Cal.  646;  Prince  v.  Lynch,  38  id.  J528; 
99  Am.  Dec.  427. 

172  San  Jose  Savings  Bank  v.  Pharis.  58  Cal.  280. 
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from  contract.^'^^  It  is  not^  therefore^  barred  by  the  proYision 
of  the  Statate  of  Limitations  providing  that  an  action  to  en- 
force a  penalty  or  forfeiture  must  be  brought  within  two  years 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrued.^^*  In  New  York,  however, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  liability  of  stockholders  is  in  general 
an  original  liabiUty,  and  an  action  against  them  is  upon  a 
contract  made  by  them  in  a  qualified  corporate  capacity. 
Where,  however,  the  corporate  capacity  is  not  thus  qualified^ 
the  members  or  officers  are  not  thus  liable  as  original  or  prin- 
cipal debtors,  by  reason  of  something  imposed  on  them  by  the 
statute,  and  the  action  must  be  upon  the  statute  to  recover 
a  debt  in  the  nature  of  a  forfeiture."*^  The  present  Consti- 
tution of  California  limits  the  stockholder's  liability  to  debts 
contracted  by  the  corporation  while  he  occupied  such  rela- 
tion.*^*  This  is  also  the  construction  that  the  courts  had  put 
upon  the  old  Constitution,  in  holding  that  a  stockholder  did 
not  render  himself  liable  by  becoming  such  for  the  pre-existing 
debts  of  the  corporation.*''^  Such  liability  is  not  released  by 
.  the  stockholder  subsequently  assigning  his  stock.*''* 

§  416.  Parties  to  the  action.  In  California  any  creditor  of 
a  corporation  may  institute  joint  or  several  actions  against  any 
of  the  stockholders,  and  in  such  action  may  recover  the  pro- 
portion of  the  debt  for  which  each  defendant  is  liable,  and 
have  a  several  judgment  against  each  stockholder,  in  conform- 

173  Oamlng  v.  MeOuUough,  1  N.  Y.  47;  49  Am.  Dec.  287;  Norrls  v. 
Wrenschall,  34  Md.  492;  Goleman  v.  White,  14  Wis.  700;  Erlckson 
V.  Nesmith,  46  N.  H.  371;  Dennis  v.  Superior  Court,  91  Oal.  548; 
Kennedy  v.  CaUfomla  Sav.  Bank,  97  Id.  93;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  163. 
As  to  the  nature  of  this  liability,  see,  also,  Coffee  v.  Williams,  103 
Cal.  550;  Hunt  v.  Ward,  99  id.  612;  37  Am.  St  Rep.  87;  Knowles  ▼. 
Sandercock,  107  Cal.  629. 

174  Green  v.  Beckman,  59  Cal.  545;  Moore  v.  Boyd,  74  id.  167; 
Hyman  v.  Coleman,  82  Id.  650;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  178. 

176  Bird  V.  Hayden,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  61. 

176  Const.,  art.  12,  §  3. 

177  Larrabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal.  156.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that 
to  determine  how  much  any  one  stockholder  is  liable  to  pay  to 
a  corporate  creditor,  it  is  necessary  to  find  the  whole  amount  of 
the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  created  while  he  was  a  stock- 
holder; and  any  one  creditor  whose  demand  is  large  enough  may 
have  Judgement  for  the  stockholder's  proportion  of  such  corporate 
debts. 

178  Oal.  Civil  Code,  S  322. 
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ity  therewith."®  In  New  York,  in  conformity  with  the  statu- 
tory provisions^  any  separate  creditor  may  maintain  an  action 
for  the  enforcement  of  his  demand^  although  it  seems  to  be 
conceded  in  that  state  that  a  joint  action  may  be  brought 
against  all  the  stockholders,  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.^^ 
In  Ohio,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  in  con- 
formity with  prior  decisions,  that  the  action  must  be  against 
all  the  stockholders,  and  by  all  the  creditors,  or  by  one  suing 
in  behalf  of  all.^^^  While  in  Missouri  it  has  been  held  that 
if  the  statute  makes  the  stockholders  liable  for  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  of  their  stock,  their  liability  is  not  joint, 
but  each  must  be  sued  separately.^^  If  the  state  is  a  holder 
of  stock,  it  can  not  be  made  a  party  defendant.  *®®  And  where 
any  stockholder  pays  his  proportion  of  any  debt  due  from  the 
corporation,  incurred  while  he  was  a  stockholder,  he  is  re- 
lieved from  any  further  liability  for  such  debt,  and  if  an  action 
has  been  brought  against  him  upon  such  debt,  it  must  be  dis- 
missed as  to  him.*®*  One  stockholder,  however,  can  not  re- 
cover against  another  a  debt  due  him  from  the  company.'^ 
And  as  between  the  corporation  and  its  stockholders,  the  cor- 
porate property  is  the  fund  primarily  liable  for  the  corporate 
debts.!* 

§  417.  Xflsential  averments  in  such  action.  An  action  to  en- 
force the  personal  liability  of  stockholders  is,  in  many  cases, 
to  be  considered  as  founded  on  that  vestige  of  the  relation  of 
partnership  between  the  members  of  the  company  which  the 
charter  or  general  act  failed  to  remove.*®^    In  such  action  the 

179  Id.;  Larrabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  C^.  156;  and  see  Brown  v. 
MerriU,  107  id.  446;  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  145. 

180  Weeks  v.  Love,  50  N.  Y.  568;  Mann  v.  Pentz,  3  id.  415;  Garri- 
son V.  Howe,  17  id.  458;  Briggs  v.  Penniman,  8  Ck>w.  387;  18  Am. 
Dec.  454;  Osgood  v.  Laytin,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  1. 

181  R.  S..  §  3260;  Umsted  v.  Buskh-k,  17  Ohio  St.  113. 

182  Perry  v.  Turner,  55  Mo.  418. 

183  Miers  V.  ZanesviUe,  etc.,  Turnpike  Co.,  11  Ohio,  273. 
1*^  Cal.  Civ.  C-ode,  §  322;  LaiTaboe  v.  Baldwin,  35  Oal.  156. 
18B  Bailey  v.  Bancker,  3  Hill  fX.  Y.),  188:  38  Am.  Dee.  625. 
186  Prince  V.  Lynch,  38  Cal.  528:  99  Am.  Dec.  427. 

iw  Corning  v.  McCullough.  1  N.  Y.  47:  49  Am.  Dec.  287;  Oonant 
V.  Van  Pchalck.  24  Barb.  87:  Bailey  v.  Banckor.  3  Hill,  88.  For  a 
form  of  complaint  against  stockholders,  see  Herkimer  County  Bank 
V.  Furman,  17  Barb.  116;  WItherhead  v.  Allen,  28  id.  661.  In  an 
action  to  enforce  the  liability  of  stockholders  for  the  debts  of  the 
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complaint  must  show  that  the  defendant  was  a  stockholder 
at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted;*®®  and  an  ayerment  to 
this  effect  in  the  words  of  the  charter  is  suflScient;**®  otherwise 
a  judgment  w^hich  has  been  rendered  by  default  will  be  set 
aside.*®^  So,  also,  the  grounds  on  which  they  are  individually 
liable  must  be  shown.^^*  And  in  pleading  the  amount  of  the 
stockholder's  liability,  it  must  be  averred  that  such  stockholder 
held  an  amount  of  stock  equal  to  the  amount  for  which  he  is 
sought  to  be  held  liable.^®^  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to 
aver  that  the  corporation  is  insolvent.^^  Nor  in  an  action  to 
enforce  a  promissory  note  is  it  necessary  to  aver  the  facts  show- 
ing for  what  the  note  was  given.*^  In  many  of  the  states, 
before  a  creditor  can  proceed  against  a  stockholder,  he  must 
have  recovered  judgment  against  the  corporation,  and  the  exe- 
cution issued  thereon  must  have  been  returned  unsatisfied. 
Where  such  facts  are  necessary  to  fix  the  stockholder's  liability 
the  complaint  must  allege  their  performance.*®*^  Where,  how- 
ever, the  performance  of  such  conditions  precedent  would 
plainly  be  of  no  avail,  as  where  the  corporation  is  insolvent^ 

corporation  the  debt  to  be  alleged  is  the  debt  of  the  corporation, 
and  it  may  be  pleaded  in  the  usual  mode.  Knowlee  v.  Sandercock, 
107  Cal.  629. 

188  Young  V.  New  York,  etc..  S.  S.  C?o..  15  Abb.  Pr.  69;  Larrabee 
V.  Baldwin,  35  Oal.  155;  and  see  Partridge  v.  Butler.  113  Id.  326. 

i89Freeland  v.  McCuUough,  1  Den.  414;  43  Am.  Dec.  685. 

100  Hooker  v.  Kilgour,  2  C.  S.  O.  B.  550;  Kearney  v.  ButUes,  1 
Ohio  St.  362w 

i»i  Geery  v.  New  York,  etc.,  S.  S.  Co.,  12  Abb.  Pr.  268. 

192  Chambers  v.  Lewis,  16  Abb.  Pr.  443.  In  California,  the  com- 
plaint must  state  the  proportion  which  the  stock  owned  by  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  the  debt  sued  for  was  incurred  bears  to  the 
whole  subscribed  stock  at  that  time,  or  facts  from  which  such  pro- 
portion may  be  deduced,  otherwise  it  is  insufficient.  Bidwell  v. 
Babcock,  87  Cal.  29.  See,  also,  as  to  suffloiency  of  complaint  in 
such  action.  Winona  Wagon  Co.  v.  BuU,  108  Cal.  1;  Partridge  v. 
Butler,  113  id.  3a>.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the 
whole  amount  of  the  stock  outstanding  to  enable  the  court  to  de- 
termine the  liability.    Knowles  v.  Sandercock,  107  Cal.  629. 

103  Parkins  v.  Church,  31  Barb.  84;  Davidson  v.  Rankin,  34  Oal. 
503. 

194  Gebhard  v.  Eastman,  7  Minn.  56. 

lOBConant  v.  Van  Schaick,  24  Barb.  87;  Wright  v.  McCormack, 
17  Ohio  St.  86;  Blake  v.  HInkle,  10  Yerg.  218:  Cowles  v.  Bartell.  2 
West.  Law  Month.  41;  Hays  v.  New  Baltimore,  etc.,  Tamplke  Co.^ 
1  Handy,  281. 
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or  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  or  dissolved,  the  necessity  of 
averring  a  recovery  of  judgment  no  longer  exists,  if  the  com- 
plaint contains  other  facts  sufficient  to  excuse  it.^**®  Such  rule 
doeb  not  prevail  in  California,  as  in  that  state  the  stockholder's 
hability  is  created  at  the  same  time  as  the  liability  against  the 
corporation.*®'^  Though  a  stockholder  is  individually  liable  for 
debts  contracted  while  he  was  a  stockholder,  yet  a  judgment 
recovered  against  the  corporation  while  he  is  a  stockholder,  upon 
a  contract  entered  into  before  he  became  such  stockholder,  is 
not  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  rendering  such 
stockholder  liable.  And  proof  of  a  judgment  against  a  cor- 
poration does  not  show  when  the  debt  was  contracted.*®* 

$  418.  Who  liable  as  stockliolders  in  such  action.  The  Civil 
Code  of  California  provides  that  not  only  shall  those  whose 
names  appear  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  be  liable  as 
Ftockholders,  but  also  every  equitable  owner  of  stock,  althougli 
the  same  appears  on  the  books  in  the  name  of  another;  and 
also  every  person  who  has  advanced  the  installments  or  pur- 
chase money  of  stock  in  the  name  of  a  minor;  and  also  any 
guardian,  or  other  trustee,  who  voluntarily  invests  any  trust 
funds  in  the  stock.  The  pledgee  of  stock  is  not  liable  as  a  stock- 
holder within  the  meaning  of  such  Code.  In  corporations 
having  no  capital  stock,  each  member  is  individually  and  per- 
sonally liable  for  his  proportion  of  the  debts,  and  actions  may 
be  brought  against  him,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  other 
members,  to  enforce  such  liability.     The  liability  of  stockhold- 

i»«  Shellington  v.  Howland,  53  N.  Y.  371;  Lovett  v.  CornweH,  0 
Wend.  369;  People  v.  Bartlett,  3  Hill,  570;  Loomis  v.  Tifft  IG  Barb. 
541;  Dryden  v.  Kellogg,  2  Mo.  App.  87;  State  Savings  Ass'n  v.  Kel- 
logg, 52  Mo.  583;  Paine  v.  Stewart,  33  Ooon.  516;  Merrill  v.  Suflfolk 
Bank,  31  Me.  57;  50  Am.  Dec.  649;  Hetzel  v.  Tannehill  Silver  Min. 
Co..  4  Abb.  N.  C.  40;  Warner  v.  Callender,  20  Ohio  St.  190. 

i»7  Davidson  v.  Rankin,  34  Gal.  503;  Prince  v.  Lynch,  38  id.  528; 
99  Am.  Dec.  427|  Cal.  ClvU  Code,  §  322.  Aa  to  whether  a  stock- 
holder is  liable  for  the  cost  of  the  judgment  against  the  company, 
see  Bailey  v.  Bancker,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  188;  38  Am.  Dec.  625;  Andp.ew's 
v.  Murray,  9  Abb.  Pr.  8. 

iWLarrabee  v.  Baldwin,  35  Cal.  156;  MlUer  v.  White,  50  N.  Y. 
137;  but  see  Hastings  v.  Drew,  76  Id.  9.  where  such  judgment  was 
said  to  be  at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of  liability;  also,  Corse  v. 
Sandford,  14  Iowa,  235;  Thayer  v.  New  England,  etc.,  Print.  Co., 
108  Mass.  523;  Mllllken  v.  Whitehouse,  49  Me.  527;  Tyng  v.  Clarke, 
9  Hun,  269. 
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ers  of  foreign  corporations  doing  business  in  California  is  the 
game  as  that  of  stockholders  of  domestic  corporations. ^'^  Prior 
to  the  enactment  of  such  statute  it  was  held  that  one  who  never 
accepts^  but  refuses  to  accept,  any  stock  in  a  corporation,  is  not 
A  stockholder,  even  though  the  secretary  enters  his  name  in 
the  books  as  such,  and  the  stock-book  of  the  corporation  is  not 
admissible  in  evidence  in  an  action  by  a  creditor  of  the  cor- 
poration against  one  claimed  to  be  a  stockholder  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  that  he  is  such  stockholder.**  And  in  Ohio, 
parties  whose  names  are  nominally  on  the  corporation  books, 
but  who  never  were  actually  owners  of  stock,  their  contracts 
not  having  been  fulfilled,  are  not  liable  as  stockholders.**^ 

§  418a.  Suit  by  creditors  to  reach  unpaid  subs^riptionB.  A 
judgment  creditor  who  has  exhausted  his  legal  remedies  against 
a  corporation  may  maintain  an  action  against  its  stockholders 
to  recover,  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  who  may  desire 
to  come  in  and  be  made  parties,  the  amount  due  upon  unpaid 
subscriptions  for  stock,  when  the  corporation  neglects  or  re- 
fuses to  collect  such  subscriptions.*^*  Nor  is  this  equitable  rem- 
edy affected  by  any  remedy  which  may  be  given  creditors 
against  stockholders  by  constitutions,  charters,  general  acts 
of  incorporation,  or  other  statutes,  unless  it  be  taken  away 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication.*^  It  is  not  necessary 
to  make  all  the  stockholders  defendants  in  such  action.  Anv 
individual  stockholder  may  be  sued  for  the  amount  of  his  unpaid 
subscription,  and  if  he  is  required  to  pay  more  than  his  pro- 
portionate share  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation  his  remedy 
is  against  the  other  stockholders  owing  unpaid  subscriptions 
for  contribution.*^    The  corporation  should  be  made  a  party 

ifl9  Cal.  Civil  CJode,  §  322.  Where  shares  of  the  stock  of  a  corpo- 
ration are  transferred  In  pledge  as  collateral  security  for  the  in- 
(lobtednesa  of  a  stockholder,  the  pledgee  is  not  to  be  deemed  a 
stockholder  as  respects  personal  liability  for  the.  indebtedness  of 
tho  corporation.  Borland  v.  Nevada  Bank,  99  Cal.  89;  37  Am.  St 
Kej).  32:  see  Balnes  v.  Babcock,  95  Cal.  581:  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  15a 

200  Mudpett  V.  Horrell.  33  Cal.  25. 

201  Wehrman  v.  Reaklrt  1  C.  S.  C.  R.  230. 

202  Balnes  v.  Babcock,  95  Cal.  581:  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  158. 

303  Harmon  v.  Page,  62  Cal.  448;  Holmes  v.  Slierwood.  16  Fed. 
Rep.  725:  3  McCrar>^  40.5. 

204  Thompson  v.  Reno  Sav.  Bank.  19  Xev.  103:  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
797.    A  stockholder  in  an  insolvent  corporation  can  not  avoid  his 
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defendant,  but  is  not  an  indispensable  party,  unless  the  object 
of  the  action  is  to  secure  an  adjudication  of  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  all  the  parties,  and  a  final  settlement  of  all  the 
affairs  of  the  company.  And  when  the  action  is  against  a 
single  stockholder,  objection  to  the  nonjoinder  of  the  corpora- 
tion is  waived,  if  not  made  by  demurrer  or  answer.^^  A  com- 
plaint in  such  action,  which  alleges  the  existence  of  the  judg- 
ment debt;  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation;  that  the  sub- 
scribers owe  on  their  unpaid  subscriptions,  and  that  the  exe- 
cution issuing  on  the  judgment  has  been  returned  wholly 
unsatisfied,  but  which  does  not  show  upon  its  face  that  there 
are  any  other  creditors  of  the  corporation,  states  a  cause  of 
action^  although  it  does  not  state  that  the  proceedings  are  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.^^  And  where  the  complaint 
in  an  action  of  contribution  to  recover  a  stockholder's  propor- 
tionate share  of  a  corporate  debt  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  after 
sufficiently  alleging  the  payment  of  the  whole  indebtedness 
by  the  plaintiff,  adds  as  a  conclusion  from  those  facts,  "that 
thereby  all  of  the  indebtedness  of  said  corporation  then  sub- 
sisting" to  the  creditor,  and  all  claims  and  demands  of  the 
creditor,  "  were  fully  paid  and  extinguished,"  but  does  not 
allege  that  the  debt  of  the  defendant  or  of  the  other  stock- 
holders was  "thereby  extinguished,"  it  is  not  liable  to  the 
objections  that  the  allegations  show  that  the  debt  of  the  cor- 
poration and  of  the  stockholders  was  extinguished.^^ 

liability  for  an  unpaid  subscription  upon  stock  held  by  him,  by 
assi^nini;  it  without  consideration  to  an  insolvent  person.  Manu- 
facturing Co.  V.  Story,  etc.,  Co.,  Ill  Cal.  531. 

»5  Potter  V.  Dear,  95  Oal.  578. 

20«Tatum  v.  Rosenthal,  95  Cal.  129;  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  97. 

»7  Redington  v.  Cornwell,  90  Cal.  49. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

EXSCUTORS  AND  ADMINISTEATOBS. 

I  419.  By  an  executor. 

Form  No.  89, 

[Title.] 


A.  B.,  Executor  of  the  Will  of  a 
D.,  Deceased,  Plaiutiff, 

against  ^ 

John   Doe,   Defendant 


J 


The  plaintiff,  as  sucli  executor^  complaiiifiy  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

II.  That  the  said  C.  D.  in  his  lifetime  made  and  published 
his  last  will,  whereby  he  appointed  the  plaintiff  executor  thereof. 

III.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  C.  D.  died. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  said  will  was  proved  and  admitted  to  probate^ 

in  the  Superior  Court  in  the  county  of ,  in  this 

state. 

V.  That  thereupon,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  letters  testamentary  were  issued  on  the  said  will  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  Superior  Court  of  said  county. 

VI.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  duly  qualified  and  entered 
upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  executor,  and  that  said 
letters  testamentary  have  not  been  revoked. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  480.  By  an  adxniniBtrator. 

Form  No.  go. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff,  as  such  administrator,  complain^  and  alleges: 
I.  [State  cause  of  action  accruing  to  the  intestate.] 

n.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  IS.,,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  died  intestate. 
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III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  let- 
ters of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  the  said  A.  B.  were 

issued  by  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of , 

in  this  8tai;e^  to  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff  thereupon  duly  qualified  as  such  ad- 
-  luinistrator,  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of 

his  said  office^  and  that  said  letters  of  administration  have  not 
been  revoked. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  421.  Esaentlal  averments  of  representative  capacity.  The 
capacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  is  independent  of  the  cause 
of  action^  and,  therefore,  in  an  action  by  an  executor  or  admin- 
instrator  to  enforce  a  cause  of  action  on  which  he  is  authorized 
to  sue  as  such,  the  complaint  must  allege  his  representative 
capacity.  No  formal  mode  of  allegation  is  essential,  provided 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  the  action  is  substantially 
shown,  so  that  issue  may  be  joined  thereon.^  In  conformity 
with  this  rule,  the  complaint  should  state,  in  cases  of  testacy, 
the  death  of  the  decedent,  his  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament, 
the  appointment  therein  of  the  plaintiff  as  executor,  the  pro- 
bate of  the  will,  the  issuance  of  letters  testamentary  thereon 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  his  qualification  and  entry  upon  the  dis- 
charge  of  his  duties  as  executor,  and  that  he  is  still  acting  as 
such.^  In  cases  of  intestacy,  the  death  of  the  decedent,  with- 
out leaving  a  last  will  and  testament,  must  be  shown,  together 
with  appropriate  allegations  of  the  plaintiff's  appointment  as 
administrator,  his  qualification  and  entry  upon  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  as  such,  and  that  he  is  still  so  acting;  and  this 
is  so,  although  the  plaintiff  may  be  the  public  administrator.* 
In  the  case  of  either  an  executor  or  administrator,  the  date, 
place,  and  court   by  whom    letters  were  granted  should    be 

1  Bank  of  Lowville  v.  Edwards,  11  How.  Pr.  21B;  Johnson  v. 
Kemp,  11  Id.  186:  President  of  Hanover  Bank  v.  Wlokham,  16  Id. 
97;  Thomas  v.  Cameron,  16  Wend.  579;  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal. 
574:  Barfield  v.  Price.  40  Id.  535;  Beach  v.  King,  17  V7end.  197; 
Welles  V.  Webster,  9  How.  Pr.  251;  Kingsland  v.  Btokes,  58  How. 
Pr.  1;  English  v.  Roche,  6  Ind.  62;  Duncan 'v.  Duncan,  19  Mo.  868; 
State  V.  Matson,  38  id.  489:  Bird  v.  Cotton,  57  id.  568;  State  v. 
Patton,  42  Id.  530;  Headlee  v.  Cloud,  51  id.  301. 

3  Thomas  v.  Cameron,  16  Wend.  579;  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Oal.  574; 
Barfield  v.  Price,  40  id.  535;  Kirseh  v.  Derby,  96  id.  602. 

i  Ketchum  v.  Morrell,  2  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obe.  58. 
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biated.**  li  this  i^  not  done,  the  complaint  is  bad  on  de- 
luurrer  on  tliat  ground.*  By  parity  of  reasoning,  where  suit 
is  brought  by  an  administrator  during  the  minority  of  tlie 
executor,  his  powers  being  determined  when  the  executor  at- 
tains full  age,  the  fact  that  he  has  not  attained  majority  must 
be  averred.®  Where  the  plaintiff's  representative  capacity  is 
shown,  profert  of  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration  is 
no  longer  necessary.'' 

S  422.  lUostrations  of  sufficient  and  insufficient  allegations. 

In  New  York,  the  word  "  as "  is  essential  in  the  title  to 
the  action,  nor  can  it  be  easily  replaced  by  any  other  word. 
Thus,  a  declaration  which  invariably  and  more  than  a  dozen 
times  mentioned  the  plaintiff  as  "  the  said  Sarah,  executrix  as 
aforesaid,"  closing  with  profert  of  letters  testamentary,  was 
held  to  be  fatally  defective  under  the  old  practice.®    In  the 

4Morrell  v.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch.  156;  WiUlams  v.  Storrs,  6  id. 
353;  10  Am.  Dec.  340;  Vroam  v.  Van  Horn,  10  Paige  Cli.  550; 
Vermilya  v.  Beatty,  6  Barb.  429;  Warren  v.  Eddy,  13  Abb.  Pr.  28; 
Gulick  V.  Gulick,  21  How.  Pr.  22;  Bobins  v.  Wells,  26  Id.  15;  Emery 
V.  Hildreth,  2  Gray,  228;  Bloom  v.  Burdick,  1  Hin,  134;  Beach  v. 
King.  17  Wend.  197;  Gillett  v.  Fairchlld,  4  Den.  80;  White  v.  Joy. 
13  N.  Y.  83;  Forrest  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  13  Abb.  Pr.  350; 
Christopher  v.  Stockholm,  6  Wend.  36;  Tolmie  v.  Dean,  1  Wash.  T. 
60;  Dayton  v.  Connah,  18  How.  Fr.  '62b;  8haldon  v.  Hoy,  11  id.  11; 
Barfield  v.  Price,  40  Cal.  535.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth 
the  facts  showing  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction.  Munro  v.  Dredg- 
ing, etc..  Co.,  84  Cal.  515;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  248;  Cohu  v.  Husson,  14 
Daly,  200;  affirmed,  113  N.  Y.  662. 

B  Shaldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How.  Pr.  11.  For  a  form  of  averment  aUeg- 
Ing  appointment,  see  Beach  v.  King,  17  Wend.  197;  Gillett  v.  Fair- 
child,  4  Den.  80.  New  York  Code  of  Procedure,  section  161,  and  Cali- 
fornia Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section  1365,  are  applicable  to  the 
decision  of  the  Surrogate  (Probate  Court)  in  the  appointment  of  an 
administrator.  Anderson  v.  Potter,  5  Cal.  63;  Wheeler  v.  Dakin,  12 
How.  Pr.  537.  For  a  complaint  by  an  administrator,  with  the  will 
annexed  of  a  deceased  judgment  creditor  who  was  resident  of  a 
foreign  state,  see  Wheeler  v.  Dakin,  12  How.  Pr.  537. 

e  Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  5  Pet.  223. 

7  Bright  V.  Ourrie,  5  Sandf .  433;  Welles  v.  Webster,  9  How.  Pr. 
251. 

8  Henschall  v.  Roberts,  5  East,  151,  154;  compare  Merritt  v.  Sea- 
man, 6  N.  Y.  (2  Seld.)  168,  with  Smith  v.  Levinus,  8  N.  Y. 
474;  and  see,  also,  Gould  v.  Glass,  10  Barb.  185;  Shaldon  v.  Hoy,  11 
How.  Pr.  14;  Ogdensburg  Bank  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  6  Hill,  241.    If 
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same  state  a  complaint  averring  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
duly  appointed  and  qualified*  by  the  surrogate  of  New  York, 
to  act  as  the  **  sole  executor  of  A.  B.,  deceased,"  was  held  not 
sufficient  in  an  action  to  recover  a  demand  due  the  estate  of 
the  plaintiff's  testator;^  and  the  allegation  "  duly  appointed  *' 
was  held  to  be  not  insufficient,  but  indefinite.^^  A  complaint 
commencing  "A.  B.,  administrator  of  the  goods,  etc.,  of 
,  deceased,  plaintiff  in  this  action,"  and  contain- 
ing no  other  statement  of  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  appoint- 
ment as  administrator,  does  not  allege  that  he  is  administrator, 
or  show  that  he  prosecutes  in  that  capacity."  On  the  con- 
trary, a  bill  alleging  that  there  was  an  instrument  purporting 
to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  M.,  deceased,  duly  executed 
and  attested;  that  it  was  admitted  to  probate  as  such  will;  that 
letters  testamentary  were  issued,  and  that  the  executors  took 
upon  themselves  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  sufficiently 
shows  that  the  instrument  was  a  will,  and  that  it  had  been  so 
adjudged  by  the  Surrogate's  Court.^^  And  so,  also,  a  com- 
plaint which  describes  the  plaintiff  as  an  executor,  and  states 
the  cause  of  action  as  an  indebtedness  due  to  the  plaintiff  as 
an  executor,  and  that  the  money  was  had  and  received  by  the 
defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  executor,  suffi- 
ciently show3  that  the  plaintiff  sues  in  his  representative  ca- 
pacity.^'   And  an  averment  that  letters  testamentary  on,  etc.. 


the  plaintifTs  character  is  thus  stated  In  the  title,  it  1b  not  neces- 
sary to  repeat  It,  but  It  may  afterwards  be  called  "  the  plaintiff." 
Stanley  v.  Ohappell,  8  Cow.  235. 

9  Forrest  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  13  Abb.  Pr.  350. 

10  Cheney  v.  Flsk,  22  How.  Pr.  238;  People  v.  Walker,  23  Barb. 
305;  People  v.  Ryder.  12  N.  Y.  433.  But  It  Is  now  held  that  where 
the  averments  In,  and  the  frame  of  the  complaint  are  such,  as  to 
affix  to  the  plaintiff  a  representative  character  and  standing  In  the 
litigation,  and  to  show  that  the  cause  of  action,  If  any,  devolved 
upon  him  8<^ely  In  that  character,  the  omission  In  the  title  to  the 
action  of  the  word  "  as,"  between  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  and 
words  descriptive  of  h4s  representative  capacity,  does  not  prevent 
him  from  claiming  in  that  capacity.  Beers  v.  Shannon,  73  N.  Y. 
292:  StllweU  v.  Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  238. 

n  Merrltt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168;  Shaldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How.  Pr. 
11:  Christopher  v.  Stockholm,  5  Wend.  36;  Worden  v.  Worthlngton, 
2  Barb.  368.  Promises  made  to  the  testator  should  not  be  stated 
as  made  to  "  the  plaintiff."  Worden  v.  Worthlngtoo,  2  Barb.  370; 
Christopher  v.  Stockholm,  5  Wend.  36. 

12  Mason  v.  Jones.  13  Barb.  461. 

isScrantom  v.  Farmers*,  etc.,  Bank,  33  Barb.  527. 
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and  not  before^  were  issued  to^  etc.^  is  sufficient  to  import  that 
no  other  or  prior  letters  had  been  issued.^^  In  Missouri^  a 
petition  stating  the  character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sued,  the 
indebtedness  to  the  intestate,  and  the  prayer  for  judgment  as 
administratrix,  was  held  sufficient  as  showing  her  right  to  sue.^^ 
In  California,  in  an  action  brought  by  an  administrator  who 
has  been  appointed  after  the  resignation  of  a  former  adminis- 
trator, the  complaint  is  sufficient  if  it  avers  the  issue  of  letters 
to  the  former  administrator;  that  he  qualified  and  entered  upon 
the  discharge  of  the  trust;  that  he  resigned,  and  his  resignation 
was  accepted  by  the  Probate  Court,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
afterwards  appointed  administrator,  and  qualified,  and  that  let- 
ters were  issued  to  him.^*  And  the  same  effect  was  given  to 
an  averment  that  letters  of  administration  were  issued  on  a 
certain  day,  by  the  appropriate  court,  to  the  plaintiff,  who  duly 
qualified  as  such 'administrator,  and  entered  upon  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  as  such,  and  now  is,  and  has  been,  continuously 
from  the  date  of  appointment,  such  administrator."  In  that 
state  there  are  only  two  classes  of  administrators,  special 
and  general;  and  no  such  officer  as  an  "  administrator  de  bonis 
rum  "  is  known  to  our  law.  When  the  .authority  of  a  general 
administrator  is  terminated,  and  a  new  one  appointed,  the  latter 
takes  the  place  of  the  first,  and  succeeds  to  the  -office,  clothed 
with  the  same  powers,  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions;  and 
when  he  invokes  the  action  of  the  court,  he  must  institute  the 
same  proceedings,  and,  so  far  as  he  is  able,  must  make  a  similar 
showing.^®  The  order  for  the  appointment,  the  qualifications 
of  the  appointee,  and  the  issuing  of  letters  to  him  thereon, 
are  all  necessary  proceedings  to  invest  such  appointee  with  the 
office  of  an  administrator.  The  appointment  is  in  fieri  until 
the  appointee  has  qualified  and  received  his  letters.^® 

14  Benjamin  v.  De  Brett  1  Den.  151. 
IB  Duncan  v.  Duncan.  19  Mo.  368. 

16  Lucas  V.  Todd,  28  Cal.  182. 

17  McCutcheon  v.  Weston,  05  Cal.  37.  The  allegation  of  the  repre- 
sentative capacity  of  a  substituted  executor  or  admiDistrator  may 
be  made  by  way  of  amended  complaint,  and  need  not  be  pleaded 
by  supplemental  complaint,  nor  need  the  allegation  be  so  full  as  in 
an  original  complaint  by  an  executor.  Campbell  v.  West,  93  Cal. 
653. 

18  Haynes  v.  Meeks,  20  Cal.  288. 

19  Estate  of  Hamilton,  34  Cal.  464 
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i  423.  Action  by  foreign  administrator  or  executor.  Except 
as  modified  by  the  statute^  the  authority  of  aa  executor  or 
administrator  is  limited  to  the  state  or  country  in  which  he 
receives  his  authority.  Consequently  he  is  not  authorized  to 
jnaintain  an  action  in  his  representative  capacity  outside  of 
such  state.  If  objection  is  not  raised  to  the  plaintiff's  capacity 
to  sue,  either  by  answer  or  demurrer,  it  is  waived.^  But  it 
has  been  held  that  a  plaintiff  may  maintain  a  sidt  in  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court,  as  a  citizen  of  Maine,  in  his  character  of 
administrator  if  he  has  taken  out  his  letters  in  New  Hamp- 
shire.^ 

{  45S4.  Commencement  of  complaint  by  executor  or  adminis- 
trator suing  in  his  own  right. 

Form  No.  91. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  [or 
executor  of  the  will]  of  A.  B.,  deceased,  and  alleges: 
I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  425.  Executor  or  administrator,  when  may  sue  in  own  name. 
Contracts  made  by  an  executor  or  administrator  subsequently 
to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  although  affecting  the  assets  of 
the  estate,  may  be  sued  on  by  such  executor  or  administrator 
in  his  personal,  and  not  in  his  representative  capacity.  The 
action  need  not  necessarily  be  in  such  form,  ss  the  executor 
or  administrator  has  an  election  whether  to  sue  personally  or 
in  a  representative  capacity.^    Thus,  an  executor  or  admin- 

20  Ham  V.  Henderson,  50  Oal.  367;  Gashman  v.  Wood,  6  Hun,  520; 
Robbins  v.  Wells,  18  Abb.  Pr.  191:  CoDuor's  Adm'x  v.  Paul,  12  Bush. 
144:  Duncan  v.  Whedbee,  4  Col.  143:  Mullin's  Appeal,  40  Wis.  154; 
Harte  v.  Houehin,  50  Ind.  327;  Wright  v.  Wright.  72  id.  149;  S.  W. 
Railway  v.  Paulk,  24  Ga.  370;  Dougherty  v.  Walker,  15  Id.  444; 
Brookshire  v.  Dubose,  2  Jones  Eq.  279;  Rucks  v.  Taylor.  49  Miss. 
560:  Palmer  v.  Ins.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  67;  and  see  Matter  of  Webb,  11 
Hun,  124;  Johnson  v.  Wallls,  112  N.  Y.  230:  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  742. 

21  Carter  v.  Treadwell,  3  Story  C.  C.  25.    If  the  plaintiff  who  hasj 
recovered  a  judgment  as  administrator  in  one  jurisdiction    brings 
an  action  00  the  judgment  in  another  jurisdiction,  naming  himself 
as  administrator  in  the  latter  action,  the  averment  may  be  rejected 
aft  surplusage.    Lewis  v.  Adams,  70  Cal.  403:  59  Am.  Rep.  423. 

22  Wolff  V.  Blaird,  123  111.  .'S85:  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  565:  Mowry  v. 
Adams.  14  Mass.  327  Where  the  cause  of  notion  alleged  in  the 
complaint  is  based  upon  a  special  contract  with  the  administrator 
to  collect  a  draft  for  the  use  of  the  estate,  there  can  be  no  recovery 
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istrator  may  sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  back  money  of 
the  estate  paid  by  mistake;^  or  on  a  note  payable  to  him  as 
representative;^  or  to  bearer;®  or  to  him  individually  for 
money  due  the  estate;*  or  for  the  price  of  property  sold  by 
him  as  representative;^  or  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  him;^ 
or  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  the  property  of  the  estate,^ 
although  such  conversion  was  made  prior  to  his  appointment. 
In  such  case  he  has  a  special  property  in  the  goods  taken  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  action.  No  demand  is  necessary  if  such 
taking  were  tortious.^ 

{  426.  Against  an  administrator  or  executor.si 

Form  No.  92, 

[Title.] 


A.  B.,  Plaintiff, 

against 

O.  D.,  Administrator  or  (Executor)  \, 
of  the  Estate  of  E.  F.,  Deceased, 
Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  a  cause  of  action  against  the  decedent.] 

II.  [Allege  death  of  decedent,  and  defendant's  appointment 
as  administrator  or  executor,  as  in  preceding  forms.] 

upon  the  theory  of  a  constructive  involuntary  trust,  as  to  which 
no  allegations  are  made  in  the  complaint,  and  which  are  not  suffi- 
ciently proved  by  the  evidence.  Gray  v.  Farmers',  etc.,  Bank,  105 
Cal.  60. 

23  Rogers  V.  Weaver,  Wright,  174;  Gulke  v.  Uhlig,  55  How.  Pr. 
434. 

24  Rittenhouse  v.  Ammerman,  04  Mo.  197;  Merrltt  v.  Seamen,  6 
N.  Y.  168;  Garleton  v.  Byington,  17  Iowa,  579;  Kalkhoff  v.  Zoehrlaut, 
40  Wis.  427. 

26  Holcomb  V.  Beach,  112  Mass.  450. 

2eMcGehee  v.  Slater,  50  Ala.  431;  Walt  v.  Walsh,  10  Heisk.  314; 
Cocker  v.  Cocker,  2  Mo.  App.  451;  Blankenship  v.  Nimmo,  50  Ala. 
506. 

27  Laycock  v.  Oleson,  60  111.  30. 

28  Page  V.  Cravens.  3  Head,  383;  Hunt  v.  Lisle,  6  Yerg.  417. 

29  Munch  V.  Williamson,  24  Cal.  167. 

30  iiain  V.  Henderson,  50  Cal.  367. 

31  See  §  162,  ante.  In  actions  against  executors  or  administrators,, 
the  complaint  need  not  allege  the  facts  showing  how  the  defendants 
became  invested  with  their  representative  character.  Wise  v. 
Williams.  72  Cal.  544. 
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III.  That  said  defendant,  as  such  executor  [or  administrator  J, 

in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Superior  Court  of 

county,  caused  a  notice  to  the  creditors  of  said  deceased  to  be 
published  in ,  the  same  being  the  newspaper  desig- 
nated by  said  court,  requiring  all  persons  having  claims  against 
said  deceased  to  exhibit  them,  with  the  necessary  vouchers  to 
the  said  executor  [or  administrator]  at  [specify  the  place],  the 
same  being  specified  therein  as  his  place  of  business,  within 
months  after  the  first  publication  of  said  notice;  that 

8aid  notice  was  first  published  on  the day  of , 

18.. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  claim  hereinbefore  set  forth,  verified  by  the 

oath  of  the  claimant,  and  upon  which  this  action  is  founded, 
was  duly  presented  in  writing  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
as  such  administrator  [or  executor],  for  allowance.  And  that 
the  same  was  by  him,  as  such  administrator  or  executor,  rejected, 

on  the day  of ,  18 . .     That  a  copy  of 

said  claim  as  presented  is  hereunto  attached  and  made  a  part 
of  this  complaint. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

$  427.  Action  against  eocecutor  or  administrator  on  new 
promise.  Whether  an  executor  or  administrator  can,  by  a  new 
promise,  revive  a  debt  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
depends  upon  the  special  statutes  of  the  different  states. 
Where  there  is  no  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  executor 
or  administrator  imposed  by  statute,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
new  promise  would  avoid  the  statute.^^  In  South  Carolina  it 
has  been  held  that  before  the  bar  of  the  statute  is  complete, 
the  administrator  may  revive  the  debt  by  an  acknowledgment 
or  promise.^  In  another  case  in  that  state  it  was  held  that 
a  promise  by  the  executor  would  revive  a  debt  barred  by  the 
statute  at  the  time  of  the  acknowledgment  or  promise,  if  not 
barred  at  the  death  of  the  testator.^  In  California,  the  allow- 
ance of  a  claim  against  an  estate,  after  it  is  barred  by  the 
statute,  is  prohibited.^    But  a  widow,  executrix  of  an  estate 

S3  Executors  of  Nlemcewlcz  v.  Bartlett,  13  Ohio,  271;  Brown  v. 
Anderson,  13  Mass.  201. 

33  Wilson's  Adm'r  v.  WUson,  1  MoMullan's  Eq.  329. 

w  Pearce  v.  Ex'rs  of  Zimmerman,  Hai-p.  355. 

85  Code  CiT.  Pro.,  ^  1499.  Upon  this  subject  generally,  see  Dawes 
V.  Shed,  15  Mass.  6,  and  note,  p.  8;  8  Am.  Dec.  80;  Thompson  v. 

44 
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of  her  deceased  husband^  who  has  an  interest  in  the  same^  who 
gives  her  own  note  for  a  debt  of  her  husband^  which  is  barred, 
under  the  mistaken  opinion  that  it  is  still  binding,  will  be 
held  personally  liable  thereon.*® 

{  428.  FreBentation  of  claixnB  ag^ainst  estate.  Statutes  have 
been  passed  in  most  of  the  states  which  limit  the  absolute 
right  of  the  creditors  of  a  deceased  debtor  to  proceed  against 
the  estate.  These  statutes  differ  greatly  in  their  details,  but 
their  general  effect  is  to  require  the  creditor  to  present  his 
claim  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  within  a  certain  time, 
for  allowance.  If  not,  such  claim  is  forever  barred.  In  Cali- 
fornia the  executor  or  administrator  is  required  to  publish  no- 
tice to  creditors  to  present  their  claims  against  the  estate.  If 
the  value  of  the  estate  exceeds  ten  thousand  dollars,  such  time 
is  limited  to  ten  months  after  the  first  publication;  otherwise 
to  four  months.  All  claims  arising  upon  contract,  whether 
the  same  be  due,  not  due,  or  contingent,  must  be  presented 
within  the  time  limited  in  the  notice,  and  any  claim  not  so 
presented  is  barred  forever.  Where,  however,  it  is  made  to 
appear  by  the  affidavit  of  the  claimant,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court,  or  a  judge  thereof,  that  the  claimant  had  no  notice, 
by  reason  of  being  out  of  the  state,  it  may  be  presented  at  any  , 
time  before  a  decree  of  distribution  is  entered.*^    Every  claim 

Brown,  16  Mass.  171;  Roes  v.  Boss,  6  Hua,  80;  Estate  of  Hidden, 
23  Cal.  362. 

36  Mull  V.  Van  Trees,  50  Cal.  547. 

.17  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §§  1490-149S;  Estate  of  Taylor,  16  Cal.  434; 
Onllerton  v.  Mead.  22  Cal.  96.  Necessity  of  presentment  of  claims.— 
See  Cowglll  v.  Dinwiddle,  98  Cal.  481;  McDonald  v.  McElroy.  60 
id.  484,  495:  Hlbernia,  etc.,  rx)an  Soc.  v.  C^nlln,  67  Id.  178;  In  re 
Smith,  108  id.  115;  Dodson  v.  Nevltt,  5  Mont.  518.  Since  the  amend- 
ment of  1880  to  section  1493  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
<*ediire,  all  continjrent  claims  which  are  provable  and  paj'able  at  any 
time  must  be  presented  within  the  time  limited  in  the  notice  to 
<Teditor8,  «r  such  claims  are  barred  forever,  althouf?h  the  amount 
of  tliA  claim  can  not  be  ascertained  within  the  ordinary  period  of 
administration.  Verdier  v.  Roach.  9r»  Cal.  4fi7:  compare  Hibernia. 
etc.,  Soc.  V.  Wackenrender,  99  id.  500,  507.  See,  generally,  as  to 
time  of  presentment,  Estate  of  Swain,  67  id.  r>37;  Janin  v.  Browne. 
.%0  id.  37:  Tyler  v.  Mayre.  05  id.  VV):  Browning  v.  Browning,  3  N. 
Mex.  371.  A  claim  may  be  presented  l)efore  the  notice  to  creditors 
is  published,  and  sucli  presentation  is  jrood.  McCann  v.  Pennie. 
100  Cal.  547.  Under  the  statutes  of  Xevada  it  is  not  a  sufficient 
presentation  of  a  claim  to  hand  it  to  the  "  attorney  for  the  estate,** 
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which  is  due  when  presented  to  the  executor  or  administrator 
iLUst  be  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  claimant^  or  some  one 
in  his  behalf^  to  the  effect  that  the  amount  thereof  is  justly 
<lue;  that  no  payments  have  been  made  thereon  which  are  not 
credited,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  affiant.  If  the  claim  be  not 
due  when  presented^  or  be  contingent,  the  particulars  of  such 
^laim  must  be  stated.**  Upon  the  presentation  of  a  claim 
the  executor  or  administrator  must  indorse  thereon  his  allow- 
ance or  rejection,  with  the  date  thereof.  If  he  allows  the  same, 
it  must  be  presented  to  the  judge  for  his  approval,  who  must 
indorse  thereon  his  allowance  or  rejection.  If  the  executor  or 
administrator,  or  the  judge,  refuse  or  neglect  to  indorse  such 
^lowance  or  rejection,  for  ten  days  after  the  claim  has  been 
presented  to  him,  such  refusal  or  neglect  may,  at  the  option 
of  the  claimant,  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a  rejection  on  the 
tenth  day.  If  the  claim  be  presented  to  the  executor  or  ad- 
•  ministrator  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited,  it  is  a 
sufficient  presentation,  although  not  acted  upon  until  after 
the  expiration  of  such  time.^  After  the  allowance  of  a  claim 
by  the  executor  or  administrator  and  the  judge,  the  statute 
provides  that  it  shall  be  filed  in  court  within  thirty  days,  and 
thereafter  it  ranks  among  the  acknowledged  debts  of  the  estate 
to  be  paid  in  due  course  of  administration.'*^  The  foregoing 
provision,  so  far  as  the  time  in  which  the  filing  of  an  approved 
claim  is  concerned,  has  been  held  merely  directory.*^  If  the 
claim  be  founded  on  a  bond,  bill,  note,  or  other  instrument, 
a  copy  of  such  instrument  must  accompany  the  claim.  If  the 
claim  has  been  secured  by  mortgage  or  other  recorded  lien,  it 
is  sufficient  to  describe  the  mortgage  or  lien,  and  refer  to  the 
date,  volume  and  page  of  its  record.**^  If  the  claim  is  rejected, 
either  by  the  executor  or  administrator,  or  judge,  suit  must 

at  least  not  without  showing  that  It  actuaUy  reached  the  executor 
or  administrator  within  the  proper  time  for  the  presentation  of 
claims.  Douglass  v.  Folsom,  21  Nev.  441;  compare  Roddan  v.  Doane. 
02  Cal.  555:  BoHInprer  v.  Manning,  79  id.  7. 

3«Code  Civ.  Pro..  8  141H.  Necessity  and  sufficiency  of  affidavit. 
Warren  v.  McGill,  108  Cal.  153;  Pico  v.  De  la  Guerra,  18  id.  422; 
Hall  V.  Superior  Court,  60  id.  79;  Winder  v.  Hendricks,  56  id.  464; 
In  re  Hildebrandt.  92  id.  433. 

«» Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1496. 

40  Td.,  S  1497. 

41  Willis  V.  Farley,  24  Oal.  501;  Estate  of  Schroeder,  46  id.  304. 

42  Code  Civ.  Pro.  «  1497;  see  Estate  of  Kibbe,  57  Cal.  407;  Estate 
of  Galland,  92  id.  293. 
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be  brought  thereon  within  three  months  after  the  date  of  its 
rejection,  if  it  be  then  due,  or  within  two  months  after  it 
becomes  due,  otherwise  it  is  barred  forever.*^  The  time  dur- 
ing which  there  is  a  vacancy  in  the  administration  is  not  in- 
cluded in  such  hmitation.**  If  an  action  is  pending  against 
the  decedent  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  plaintiff  must,  in 
like  manner,  present  his  claim  for  allowance,  authenticated  as 
in  other  cases;  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  in  the  action  unless 
proof  be  made  of  such  presentation.*^  If  the  defendant  dies 
after  verdict  against  him,  and  before  judgment,  the  claim  need 
not  be  presented.  The  proper  practice  in  such  case  is  to 
direct  the  entry  of  a  judgment  against  him  by  name,  and  then 
fciuspend  all  further  proceedings  until  the  substitution  of  an 
executor  or  administrator.*^  Such  judgment  is  not  a  lien  on 
the  real  estate  of  the  decedent,  but  is  payable  in  due  course  of 
administration.*^  An  objection  that  such  claim  was  not  pre- 
sented to  the  administrator  or  executor,  after  the  death  of  th^ 
defendant,  must  be  made  in  the  court  below.  It  comes  too 
late  if  made  in  the  appellate  court  for  the  first  tjme.*® 

§  429.  The  same  —  further  construction  of  California  statutes. 
The  words  "  claimant "  and  "  claim  "  and  "  demand,"  as  used 
in  the  California  statutes,  are  synonymous,  and  have  reference 
to  such  debts  and  demands  against  the  decedent  as  might  have 
been  enforced  against  him  during  his  lifetime,  by  personal 
action,  for  the  recovery  of  money,  and  upon  which  only  a 
money  judgment  could  have  been  rendered.*®  They  do  not 
include  expenses  incurred  in  the  administration,*^  or  the 
family  allowance,"  as  the  object  of  the  statute  is  mainly  to 

43  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1498;  Benedict  v.  Hagpin,  2  Cal.  385;  Hall  t. 
Smith,  19  id.  85;  Rice  v.  Inskeep,  34  id.  224. 

44  Danglada  v.  De  la  GueiTa,  10  Cal.  386;  Smith  v.  Hall,  19  id.  85. 

45  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1502.  See  this  section  construed  in  Hibernia, 
etc.,  Soc.  V.  Wackenrender,  99  Cal.  503. 

46  Estate  of  Page,  50  Cal.  40. 

47  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1.506;  Drake  v.  Foster,  52  Cal.  225. 

48  Drake  v.  Foster,  .52  Cal.  225. 

49  Gray  v.  Palmer.  9  C^al.  616;  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  Id.  82;  Estate 
of  McClausland.  52  Id.  568;  and  see  Toulouse  v.  Burkett.  2  Idaho, 
170;  LuBk  V.  Patterson,  2  Col.  App.  306;  Weil  v.  Clark's  Estate,  9 
Oreg.  387. 

BO  Deck  V.  Gherke.  6  Cal.  666. 

M  Estate  of  McClausland,  52  Cal.  .568.  Payment  of  funeral  ex- 
I>en8e8  from  estate  of  deceased,  see  Van  Emon  v.  Superior  Court 
76  Cal.  589;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  258;  In  re  Werlnger,  100  Cal.  345. 
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prevent  estates  from  being  squandered  or  wasted  in  unneces- 
sary litigation;*^^  nor  an  assessment  for  public  improvements 
made  after  the  death  of  the  decedent.*^  And  in  an  action  of 
accounting  between  a  surviving  partner  and  the  representative 
of  the  deceased  partner,  the  surviving  partner  is  entitled  to  an 
allowance  for  sums  drawn  by  the  deceased  partner  from  the 
partnership  assets  in  his  lifetime,  although  the  claim  for  the 
sum  so  drawn  has  never  been  presented  for  allowance  and  ap- 
proval,** as  the  claim  for  such  advances  need  not  be  presented 
until  the  partnersliip  affairs  are  wound  up.^  Nor  need  a 
claimant  of  specific  property  present  a  claim.^  Claims  which 
are  necessary  to  be  presented  may  be,  before  notice  to  creditors 
is  published.*^^  In  Ohio  a  formal  presentation  of  a  claim, 
which  the  administrator  had  previously  seen,  is  not  necessary 
when,  on  being  requested  to  allow  it,  he  refuses,  the  claim 
being  then  present  in  the  owner's  pocket.**  A  refusal  to 
allow  a  claim  in  that  state  is  equivalent  to  a  rejection,^®  but 
the  requirement  of  presentation  does  not  apply  to  proceedings 
to  revive  an  action  before  judgment  against  the  personal  repre- 
sentative.^ In  Missouri  a  defendant  in  an  action  by  an  ad- 
ministrator need  not  aver  presentation  of  a  set-off.®^  Nor,  in 
New  Jersey,  need  an  assignee,  whose  assignor  presented  the 
claim,  again  present  it.®^  In  Arkansas  a  plaintiff  seeking 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  or  vendor's  lien  need  not  present  the 
same  for  allowance.^  In  Idaho  it  has  been  held  that  when 
the  United  States  comes  into  court  seeking  to  enforce  a  claim 
against  an  estate,  it  is  subject  to  the  same  statutory  require- 

52  Elllssen  v.  Halleck,  6  Cal.  386;  Falkner  v.  Folsom,  Id.  412. 

53  Hancock  v.  Whlttemore,  50  Oal.  522;  People  v.  Olvera,  43  Id. 
482. 

w  Manuel  v.  Escolle,  65  Cal.  110. 

RJ  Gleaaon  v.  White,  34  Cal.  258. 

5fl  Onnter  v.  Janes,  9  Cal.  643. 

5'  Ricketson  v.  Richardson,  19  Oal.  330;  Janln  v.  Browne,  9  Id. 
37;  Hibemia  Sav..  etc..  Soc.  v.  Hayes,  56  id.  306;  Field  v.  Field, 
77  N.  Y.  294. 

M  Kyle's  Adm'r  v.  Kyle,  15  Ohio  St.  15. 

59  Rarter  et  al  v.  Ta^gart's  Ex'rs,  14  Ohio  St.  122;  Stambaugh  t. 
Smith.  23  id.  584. 

eo  MuRser's  Ex'rs  v.  Chase,  29  Ohio  St.  577. 

«i  T.ay,  Adm'r,  etc.  v.  Mechanics'  Bank.  61  Mo.  72. 

62  Ryan  v.  Flanagan.  Adm'x,  38  N.  J.  L.  161. 

03  Allen  T.  Smith,  29  Ark.  74;  Slmms  v.  RlchardBon,  82  id.  297; 
McClure  v.  Owens^  id.  443. 
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meats  as  individuals  and  must  present  its  clainL®*  The  non- 
presentation  of  a  claim  only  defeats  the  present  right  to  recovei* 
If  the  plaintiff  has  failed  in  his  action  by  reason  of  such  non- 
presentation,  the  claim  may  be  presented  if  within  the  statutory 
time,  and  if  rej^ted,  a  new  suit  instituted  which  will  not  be 
barred  by  the  former  judgment.®^ 

S  430.  Allowance  and  rejection  of  claims.  An  allowance  of 
a  claim  by  one  executor  is  sufficient  to  bind  the  estate.** 
Such  allowance  must  be  made  in  writing;  a  verbal  allowance 
gives  the  claimant  no  cause  of  action.®^  After  allowance  by 
the  executor  or  administrator,  and  approval  by  the  judge,  the 
claim  has  the  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment  against  the  estate^ 
and  is  payable  in  due  course  of  administration.^  The  pre- 
sentation of  a  claim  to  the  executor  or  administrator  is  the 
commencement  of  a  suit  upon  it,  and  stops  the  running  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.®*  And  where  the  executor  neglects  to 
indorse  his  allowance  or  rejection  for  more  than  ten  days,  the 
law  presumes  that  the  claim  was  rejected  on  the  expiration 
of  the  tenth  day.''®  The  claimant  of  a  rejected  claim,  in  re- 
covering judgment  thereon,  is  entitled  to  interest  from  the  time 
of  presentment.''® 

§  431.  Presentation  of  claim  secured  by  mortgage^  in  Cali- 
fornia. The  statutes  of  California  regulating  the  presentation  of 
claims  secured  by  mortgage  or  other  lien  have  been  frequently 
changed.  The  decisions  of  the  courts  in  that  state,  unless  inter- 
preted with  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  particular  statute 
applicable  thereto,  would  seem  in  irreconcilable  conflict.  Tinder 
the  original  sections  of  the  act  to  regulate  the  estates  of  deceased 

«4  United  States  v.  Hailey.  2  West  Coast  Rep.  324. 

«Hent8ch  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  560. 

w  WlHls  V.  Farley,  24  Cal.  490. 

«T  Pitte  V.  Shipley,  46  Cal.  154. 

68  Estate  of  Oook,  14  Cal.  129;  Deck's  Estate  v.  Gherke,  6  Id.  666; 
Estate  of  Hidden,  23  Id.  363;  Mairraw  y.  McGlynn,  26  Id.  420;  Pico 
V.  De  la  Guerra,  18  Id.  422;  McKlnney  v.  Davis.  6  Mo.  501;  Kennerly 
r.  Shepley,  15  Id.  640;  Walkerly  v.  Bacon,  85  Id.  137;  Estate  of 
Olivera,  70  Id.  184;  and  see  WUkea  v.  Cornelius,  21  Orejc.  341; 
Johnston  v.  Shofner,  23  id.  Ill;  In  re  Moulllerat's  Estate,  14  Mont. 
245. 

«  Beckett  v.  Selover.  7  Cal.  215;  68  Am.  Dec.  237. 

70  Rice  V.  Inskeep.  34  Cal.  225;  see  Roddan  v.  Doane,  92  id.  5B5; 
Cowjrlll  V.  Dinwiddle.  98  Id.  481. 

71  Pico  T.  Stevens,  18  Cal.  377;  see  Estate  of  Glenn,  74  id.  C67. 
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persons^  the  requirement  that  all  claims  must  be  preseutod  ior 
allowance  or  rejection  before  any  action  could  be  maintained 
thereon  was  held  broad  enough  to  include  claims  secured  by 
mortgageJ^  Such  continued  to  be  the  law  on  this  subject 
until  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  1873.  .  By 

\  sections  1493  and  1500  thereof  it  was  rendered  unnecessary 
for  the  holder  of  a  mortgage  or  other  lien  to  present  the  same 
to  the  representative  of  the  estate.  In  1874  these  sections 
were  amended  so  as  to  render  such  presentation  necessary. 
In  1876  these  sections  were  again  amended  so  as  to  make  a 
presentation  unnecessary.  Section  1500^  after  providing  that 
no  holder  of  any  claim  against  an  estate  shall  maintain  .any 
action  thereon  unless  the  claim  is  first  presented  to  the  executor 
or  administrator^  contains  the  following  provision:  '^An  action 
may  be  brought  by  any  holder  of  a  mortgage  or  lien  to  enforce 
the  same  against  the  property  of  the  estate  subject  thereto, 
where  all  recourse  against  any  other  property  of  the  estate  is 
expressly  waived  in  the  complaint;  but  no  counsel  fees  shall 
be  recovered  in  such  action  unless  such  claim  be  so  presented.'^ 
These  sections,  as  amended  in  1876,  continue  to  be  the  law  in 
California,^'  and  render  it  unnecessary  for  a  pledgee  to  present 

•  his  claim  to  the  representative  of  the  pledgor,  unless  he  seeks 
recourse  against  other  property  of  the  estate  than  that 
pledged.''^  And  in  construing  the  amendments  of  1874  re- 
pealing the  provision  authorizing  actions  upon  mortgages  to 
be  maintained  against  the  property  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
mortgagor,  without  presentation,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
same  are  not  retroactive,  and  do  not  give  to  a  notice  to  credit- 
ors previously  published  any  effect  which  it  did  not  have 
under  the  law  under  which  it  was  published;  and  that  a  mort- 
gage falling  due  after  the  amendment  was  not  barred  by  a 
failure  to  present  the  claim.*"^    If,  however,  the  mortgage  or 

w  Probate  Act,  §§  130,  136;  BUIssen  v.  Halleck,  6  Cal.  386;  Pico 
V.  De  la  Gnerra,  18  Id.  428;  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  Id.  32:  Willis  v. 
Farley,  24  Id.  490;  EUls  v.  PolhemuB,  27  Id.  350;  Pltte  v.  Shipley,  40 
Id.  leO;  Marsh  v.  Dooley,  52  id.  232. 

TSHlberala  Savlni;s,  etc.,  Soc.  v.  Jordan,  5  Pac.  C.  I^.  J.  381: 
Hlbemla  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc.  v.  Conlln,  67  Cal.  180;  German  Sav.,  etc.. 
See.  V.  Hutchinson,  68  Id.  52:  Wise  v.  Williams.  72  id.  544;  Moran  v. 
Gardemeyer,  82  id.  96;  Hlbemia  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc.  v.  Wackenrender, 
99  Id.  503;  Security  Sav.  Bank  v.  Connell,  65  id.  574. 

74  Estate  of  Klbbe,  57  Cai.  407. 

TBHIberaia  S.  &  L.  Soc.  v.  Hayes,  56  Cal.  297;  Dreyfuss  v.  Giles. 
79  Id.  409;  Germasi  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc.  v.  Fisher,  92  Id.  502 
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other  lien  is  on  the  homestead,  the  claim  must  be  presented  for 
allowance,  as  section  l-i^S  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  re- 
quires such  presentation,  and  section  1500  will  be  construed 
so  as  to  give  it  effect.^®  But  where  a  debtor,  before  his  de- 
cease, conveys  land  to  a  person  in  trust,  to  secure  his  promissory 
note,  and  after  his  decease  the  creditor  fails  to  present  his 
claim  to  the  executor  or  administrator  within  the  time  fixed 
by  the  statute  after  publication  of  notice  to  creditors,  the  ex- 
•ecutor  can  not  invoke  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  compel 
the  surrender  of  the  security,  or  to  enjoin  the  creditors  from 
selling  the  land  under  the  power  contained  in  the  deed  of 
trust."  This  rule  is  based  upon  the  well-known  doctrines  that 
Statutes  of  Limitations  do  not  destroy  the  right  of  action,  but 
merely  bar  the  remedy,  and  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must 
do  equity. 

§  432.  Allegation  of  presentation,  and  rejection  of  claim. 
Where  the  statute  provides  that  claims  must  be  presented  for 
allowance,  and  rejected  before  action  can  be  maintained  thereon, 
all  the  facts  necessary  to  show  a  valid  presentation  and  rejec- 
tion, with  the  dates  on  which  they  severally  occurred,  must 
be  alleged.  It  is  well  also  to  attach  to  and  make  part  of  the 
complaint  a  copy  of  the  claim  as  presented,  that  the  court  may 
judge  of  its  legal  sufficiency.'^® 

76  Camp  V.  Grider,  62  Cal.  20;  Wise  v.  WlUlama,  88  Id.  30; 
Mechanics',  etc.,  Loan  Assoc,  v.  King,  83  id.  440;  BolUnger  v. 
Manning,  79  id.  7;  Perlcins  v.  Onyett,  80  id.  348. 

77  Whitmore  v.  San  Francisco  Savings  Union,  50  Cal.  145;  see,  also, 
Sichel  V.  Carrillo,  42  Id.  493. 

78Ellissen  v.  HaUeck,  6  Cal.  393;  Falkner  v.  Folsom,  id.  412; 
Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  id.  558;  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  id.  24;  81  Am.  Dec. 
140:  fellis  V.  rolhemus,  27  Cal.  354;  Benedict  v.  Haggin,  2  id.  386; 
Janin  v.  Browne,  59  id.  37.  In  this  latter  case,  a  complaint  that 
alleged  that  the  claim  sued  upon  was  presented  to  the  administra- 
tor within  the  time  limited  in  the  notice  to  creditors,  and  a  copy  of 
the  claim  presented,  with  the  verification  annexed,  together  with 
tlie  indorsements  thereon,  was  attached  to  the  complaint,  was  held 
sufficient.  Sufuciency  of  averments  as  to  presentation  and  non- 
payment of  claim.  See  Cousins  v.  Partridge,  79  Cal.  224;  Wise  v. 
Hogan,  77  id.  184;  Rowland  v.  Madden,  72  id.  17..  A  complaint  is 
not  doniuiTable  for  not  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  presented  his 
claim  to  the  administrator  within  the  time  limited  in  the  notice 
to  creditors,  if  it  does  not  show  upon  its  face  that  it  was  not  so 
presented,  or  that  it  was  presented  at  a  date  after  the  time  limited 
in  the  notice.    McCann  v.  Pennie,  100  Cal.  547. 
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§  483.  Fomui  of  complaints  •»  deBcription  of  party  —  capacity 
~  prozuisa.  In  an  action  against  executors  .for  a  legacy^  plain- 
'  tilt'  must  aver  and  prove  existing  assets.*^^  A  legatee  who  has 
been  represented  by  counsel  at  the  allowance  of  accounts  against 
the  estate  will  not  be  allowed^  after  a  lapse  of  time^  to  come^ 
in  and  have  the  allowance  set  aside  on  a  mere  general  aver- 
ment of  newly-discovered  evidence.  In  such  a  case  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  ignorance  at  the  time  of  allowance^  but  the 
plaintiff  must  go  further,  and  show  that  he  «ould  not,  with  the 
use  of  due  diligence  on  his  part,  have  made  himself  acquainted 
with,  or  ascertained  the  existence  of  the  facts.^  A  declaration 
on  a  promise  made  by  the  defendant  as  administrator  must 
aver  assets  in  order  to  charge  him  personally  de  bonis  propriis.^^ 
In  Louisiana,  an  action  brought  by  a  creditor  of  a  testator 
against  his  executor,  charging  him  with  a  devastazHt,  without 
averring  proceedings  to  compel  the  defendant  to  exhibit  a  table 
of  distribution,  can  not  be  maintained.^  A  complaint  against 
executors  seeking  to  charge  them  in  their  representative  ca- 
pacity can  not  be  sustained  on  demurrer,  if  the  facts  alleged 
show  only  a  personal  liability  on  their  part.®*  If  the  defendant 
is  described  in  the  caption  of  the  complaint  as  administrator, 
it  is  immaterial  so  long  as  the  facts  stated  in  the  body  of  the 
complaint  show  he  is  not  sought  to  be  charged  as  adminis- 
trator.®* 

In  an  action  against  executors,  plaintiff  may,  to  save  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  lay  the  promise  as  made  by  the  repre- 
sentative.^ A  complaint  which  alleges  a  promise  by  deceased, 
and  also  a  promise  by  his  administrators,  though  informal,  is 
not  bad  on  general  demurrer,  if  it  appears  that  defendants  are 

7»  Dewltt  V.  Schoonmaker,  2  Johns.  243. 

80  WlUIams  v.  Price,  11  Cal.  212. 

81  Adams  v.  Whiting,  2  Oranch  O.  O.  132.  As. to  sufficiency  of 
complaint  against  executrix,  in  her  own  wrong,  which  did  not  charge 
her  as  such,  see  Harper  v.  West,  1  Oranch  O.  O.  192;  or  of  one 
which  did  not  show  by  whom  the  letters  are  granted.  Cawood  v. 
Nichols,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  180. 

82McGlll  V.  Armour,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  142.  Complaint  in  action 
by  an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  against  his  pre- 
decessor in  the  trust  for  a  devastavit.  See  Steel  v.  Holladay,  20 
Oreg.  7. 

83  Bartlett  v.  Hatch,  17  Abb.  Pr.  461. 

84  People  V.  Houghtaling,  7  Cal.  350. 

85Whitaker  v.  Whitaker,  6  Johns.  112;  Oarter  ▼.  Phelps,  8  Id. 
440. 
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charged  in  their  repreBentative  capacity.®^  Where  the  com- 
plaint did  not  state,  that  the  promises  were  made  in  the  testa- 
tor's lifetime,  nor  to  him,  nor  for  an  indebtedness  to  him,  nor 
to  them  as  administrators,  the  action  is  in  their  individual 
and  not  in  their  representative  capacity.®''  An  action  to  re- 
cover the  amount  distributed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  decree 
of  distribution  in  the  estate  of  a  decedent  should  be  brought 
against  the  defendant  individually,  and  not  in  his  representa- 
tive capacity.  In  such  action  the  complaint  need  not  allege 
a  demand  on  the  defendant  as  executor  or  administrator,  the 
action  itself  being  a  sufficient  demand.^  A  complaint  by  the 
surviving  husband  of  a  testatrix  against  the  executor  of  his  de- 
ceased wife,  alleging  that  as  such  executor  he  has  received 
from  a  savings  bank  a  sum  of  money  ^'to  and  for  the  use  of 
and  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,'*  which  the  defendant  has  refused 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  upon  demand,  states  sufficient  facts  for 
a  personal  judgment  against  the  executor.®®  A  complaint  in 
.  an  action  upon  an  executor's  bond  which  alleges  that  the  ex- 
ecutor was  appointed;  that  letters  testamentary  were  ordered 
to  be  issued  to  him  upon  his  executing  a  bond  according  to 
law,  and  that  the  executor  and  sureties  duly  made  and  executed 
the  bond  required  by  the  order,  sufficiently  alleges  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  as  against  a  general  de- 
murrer, although  the  complaint  does  not  specifically  allege  that 
the  bond  sued  on  was  approved  by  the  judge  or  was  filed  or 
recorded,  or  that  a  certificate  of  justification  was  attached 
thereto.*^  A  complaint  in  an  action  against  an  administrator 
and  the  sureties  on  his  bond  for  a  failure  to  pay  the  claims 
allowed  against  the  estate  which  does  not  allege  that  the  fund 
in  his  hands  is  sufficient  to  pay  all  in  full,  including  costs  of 
administration,  is  held  to  be  defective.®* 

S  434.  Torts,  actions  of.  ^NTo  action  can  be  sustained  against 
an  executor  or  administrator  as  such  on  a  penal  statute;  nor 
when  the  cause  of  action  is  founded  upon  any  malfeasance  or 
misfeasance,  is  a  tort,  or  arises  ex  delicto^  such  as  trespass,  false 

w  Curtla  V.  Bowrle,  Adm'rs  of,  2  McLean,  374. 
STWorden  v.  Worthfngton,  2  Barb.  868;  see  Merritt  v.  Seaman^ 
6  N.  Y.  168. 
88  Melone  v.  Davis,  67  Cal.  279. 
»  Klrech  V.  Derby,  96  Cal.  602. 
«o  Evans  V.  Gerken,  105  Cal.  311. 
©1  Howe  V.  The  People,  etc.,  7  Col.  App.  685w 
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imprisonment,  assault  and  battery,  slander,  deceit,  diverting  a 
water-course,  etc.,  when  the  complaint  imputes  a  tort  done  to 
the  person  or  goods  of  another  by  the  testator  or  intestate.®* 

{  435.  Administrator  with  will  annexed.  If  the  testator  ap- 
points an  executor  of  his  will,  and  the  executor  dies,  and  an 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed  is  appointed,  the  admin- 
istrator with  the  will  annexed,  under  the  statutes  of  California, 
possesses  all  the  powers  conferred  on  the  executor  named  in 
the  will,  and  ciin  sell  the  land  devised  if  the  executor  could 
have  sold  it.®** 

I  436.  Action  for  use  and  occupation  against  executor.  At 
the  common  law  an  executor  has  constructive  possession  of  the 
decedent^s  goods  from  the  time  of  his  death,  and  may  declare 
on  hifl  own  possession  "  as  executor,"  although  in  fact  he  never 
has  had  possession.  Under  the  laws  of  California  an  admin- 
istrator is  vested  with  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  real 
estate  of  his  intestate  as  well  as  to  the  personal  property;  and 
his  duties  and  liabilities  in  respect  thereto  are,  therefore,  of 
the  same  general  character.  If  the  administrator  occupies  and 
uses  premises  belonging  to  his  estate,  he  becomes  at  least  the 
tenant  of  the  estate,  liable  in  any  event  for  the  value  of  its  use 
and  occupation;  and  if  he  makes  a  profit,  he  becomes  liable 
for  that  also,  at  the  election  of  the  parties  in  interest;  such 
is  the  law  of  his  relation.  Tf  in  this  case  the  administrator 
sustains  a  loss,  the  loss  is  his,  and  the  hardship  is  no  greater 
than  a  like  result  in  the  case  of  any  other  tenant.^ 

«2  Williams  on  Ex.,  pp.  1728.  1729;  People  v.  Glbbs,  9  Wend.  29; 
Eustace  v.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  3;  Melone  v.  Davis,  67  Id.  279.  In  New 
Jersey  an  action  in  tort  for  negligence  or  deceit  will  lie  against  the 
personal  representative  of  a  deceased  wrongdoer.  Tlchenor  v. 
Hayes,  41  N.  J.  L.  193;  32  Am.  Rep.  186. 

«8  Kidwell  V.  Brummaglm,  32  Cal.  436. 

M  Walls  V.  Walker,  37  Gal.  424;  99  Am.  Dec.  290;  and  see  Estate 
of  Mlsamore,  90  Cal.  169;  In  re  Rose,  80  id.  166.  173.  Under  section 
1572  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  one  having  an  estate  of  In- 
heritance in  land  fraudulently  sold  by  an  executor  or  administrator, 
may  maintain  an  action  against  him  to  recover  double  the  value 
of  the  land  sold,  but  that  section  does  not  authorize  an  action 
against  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond.  Weihe  v.  Statham,  67 
Cal.  245. 


CHAPTEB  V. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFB. 

I  4S7.  AgainBt  kusband  for  necessarieB  furnished  to  defend- 
ant's family,  without  his  express  request,  at  a  reasonable  price. 

Form  No,  pj. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  he  furnished  to  Mary  Smith,  the  wife  of  de- 
fendant, at  her  request,  sundry  articles  of  [food  or  clothing, 
etc.],  to- wit: 

II.  That  the  same  were  necessary  to  her  maintenance,  and 
suitable  to  her  station  in  life. 

III.  That  the  same  were  reasonably  worth dollars. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 

thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  438.  Against  husband  for  goods  furnished  to  wife.    To  sue 

a  husband  for  goods  furnished  to  his  wife,  it  should  be  alleged 
that  the  goods  were  sold  and  delivered  to  him.  If  she  were 
authorized  by  the  relationship,  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
goods,  and  his  circumstances  to  buy  them,  they  were  in  law 
sold  to  him;  and  averring  they  were  sold  to  her  states  no  cause 
against  him,  and  such  averments  may  be  omitted  as  mere  evi- 
dence and  not  ultimate  facts.* 

§  439.  The  same  —  husband,  when  liable.  If  a  husband  fails 
or  refuses  to  provide  a  support  for  his  wife,  the  law  authorizes 
her  to  purchase  from  others,  on  the  credit  of  her  husband, 
whatever  is  necessary  for  her  maintenance,  and  suitable  to  her 

1  Jacobs  T.  Scott,  53  Cal.  74.  The  complaint  In  this  case  did  not 
aUege  the  facts  declared  by  sections  174  and  17.'>  of  the  Civil  Code, 
to  give  a  cause  of  action  against  the  husband.  But  where  the 
complaint  sets  out  such  facts  it  is  sufficient,  notwlthstandinff 
the  failure  to  allege  that  the  articles  were  sold  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant.    Nissen  v.  Beudizsen,  60  Cal.  521. 
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station  ill  life.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  wife 
acted  as  the  husband's  agent,  or  with  his  consent.  In  nine 
cases  out  of  ten,  these  averments  would  be  fictions  of  law,  which 
must  never  be  pleaded  under  the  Code.  The  husband  is  liable 
in  the  proper  cases,  although  he  had  expressly  forbidden  the 
plaintiff  to  trust  hia  wife.^ 

I  440.  The  same  —  huBband,  when  not  liable.  A  wife  who^ 
without  cause,  and  against  her  husband's  will,  refuses  to  live 
with  him,  can  not  bind  him  for  necessaries  to  a  third  party, 
who  knows  that  she  is  not  living  with  her  husband,  and  who 
sells,  to  her  without  further  inquiry.* 


S  441.  Against  husband  and  wife  for  goods  sold,  for  her 
ate  estate. 

Form  No.  94,^ 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That. between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  A.  B.,  who 
was  then,  and  still  is^  the  wife  of  the  defendant  C.  B.,  materials 
used  for  the  building  of  a  house  for  her,  upon  and  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  lands  and  premises,  situated  in  the  town 

of ,  in  the  county  of ,  bounded  and 

described  as  follows:  [Describe  the  premises.] 

II.  That  the  said  defendant  A.  B.,  in  consideration  thereof, 
then  and  there  promised  the  plaintiff  that  she  would  pay  for 

the  same dollars,  out  of  her  separate  property, 

and  did  agree  and  intend  that  the  same  should  be  paid  for  out 
of  her  separate  property. 

Til.  That  said  materials  are  reasonably  worth  the  said  sum 
of dollars,  and  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

rV.  That  plaintiff  further  alleges,  on  information  and  belief, 
that  the  premises  above  mentioned  and  described,  were,  at  and 
before  the day  of ,  18. .  [date  of  mar- 

2  Galland  v.  Galland,  38  Gal.  265;  Thill  y.  Pohlman.  76  Iowa,  688; 
Bergh  T.  Warner.  47  Minn.  250;  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  362;  In  re 
WeriDgCT,  100  C5al.  345. 

8  Kent's  Com.  148;  Sykes  v.  Halstead,  1  Sandf.  483;  Cial.  Civ.  Code, 
I  174. 

4  Brown  v.  Mudjrett.  40  Vt.  68;  Oal.  Civil  Code,  S  175. 

»  This  form  is  applicable  to  New  York  and  some  other  states.  The 
.following,  Form  No.  95,  is  adapted  to  the  practice  in  aallfomla. 
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riage],  since  have  been,  and  now  are,  her  sole  and  separate 

property,  and  the  same  are  worth  about dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  separate  property  aforesaid  be  charged  with  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of dollars,  with  interest     \ 

,  from ,  together  with  the  costs  of  this  action. 

2.  That  the  said  property  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
same. 

3.  That  a  trustee  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  her  said 
separate  property,  and  dispose  of  it,  or  of  so  much  thereof  as 
shall  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  same. 

{  442.  Against  husband  and  wife  for  goods  sold  to  the  wife 
for  her  separate  estate. 

Form  No.  95. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendants,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of *....,  18. .,  at 

the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  A.  B.,  who 
then  was  and  still  is  the  wife  of  C.  B.,  at  her  request,  materials 
used  for  the  building  of  a  house  for  her,  upon  and  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  lands  and  property. 

II.  That  said  materials  were  of  the  agreed  price  and  value 

[or  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum]  of dollars, 

and  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendants for  the  said  sum  of dollars,  and  interest 

thereon  from  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  and 

costs  of  suit. 

fi  448.  Charging  separate  estate.  A  complaint  under  the 
New  York  practice,  which  directly  alleges  that  the  note  was 
given  by  her  for  the  express  purpose  of  ipharging  her  separate 
estate  with  its  payment,  is  sufficient  on  demurrer.*  So  it  seems 
a  complaint  seeking  to  charge  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife 
is  bad,  if  it  does  not  set  forth  the  property  and  the  nature  of 
her  interest.^ 

«  Yale  V.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  265:  72  Am.  Dec.  508;  Francis  v.  Boss, 
17  How.  Pr.  561;  Phillips  y.  Hagadon,  12  id.  17. 

T  Mallory  v.  Vanderheyden,  3  Barb.  Ch.  9;  Tfyett  t.  N.  A.  C.  Co.. 
20  Wend.  570:  32  Am.  Dec.  598:  Sexton  v.  Fleet  6  Abb.  Pr.  «. 
Liability  of  the  wife  under  Oregon  statutes,  for  goods  for  family 
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§  444.  Coznmon  and  separate  property  equally  liable.       The 

separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  the  common  property  of 
both  husband  and  wife,  are  equally  liable  for  the  debta  of 
the  wife  contracted  before  marriage.®  The  statute  changes  the 
common-law  rule  on  this  subject.  In  an  action  against  the 
husband  and  wife,  on  a  sole  debt  of  the  wife  contracted  by 
her  before  marriage,  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  to  be  col- 
lected out  of  the  common  property  of  both  husband  and  wife.® 

§  445.  Consideration.  If  the  debt  is  contracted  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  wife,  or  of  her  estate,  no  allegation  of  an  intent  to 
charge  it  on  the  estate  is  necessary.^®  Thus,  where  the  wife 
executes  a  note,  although  as  surety,  such  intent  need  not  be 
averred;  it  is  presumed  from  her  signing  an  express  contract 
in  writing."  In  New  York,  if  the  consideration  were  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wife  or  her  estate,  this  allegation  is  neces- 
sary.^^ The  agreement  charging  her  estate  must  be  in  writing; 
but  this  is  not  necessary  to  be  alleged.^* 

9  446.  Alleging  coverture.  The  fact  of  coverture  has  ceased 
to  have  any  relation  to  the  technical  right  of  maintaining  an 
action  by  a  married  woman  in  respect  to  her  separate  property, 
and  the  allegation  of  coverture  in  the  complaint  is  not  neces- 
sary.^* 

use,  see  Dodd  v.  St.  John,  22  Oreg.  253.    To  make  the  wife  liable 
for  goods  sold  for  family   use,  the  complaint  must  affirmatively 
show  that  the  goods  were  for  the  benefit  of  the  family.    Smith  v. 
Sherwin,  11  Oreg.  269. 
s  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  Cal.  313. 

9  Vlautin  Y.  Bumpus,  35  Cal.  214;  see  Olv.  Code,  chap.  3,  Husband 
and  Wife.  §«  158,  167.  171. 

10  Yale  V.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  273,  284,  285;  72  Am.  Dec.  503. 

11  Williams  V.  rrmston,  35  Ohio  St.  296;  35  Am.  Rep.  611 
Phillips  V.  Graves,  20  Ohio  St  371;  Avery  v.  Vansickle,  35  id.  270 
Llllard  v.  Turner.  16  B.  Mon.  374;  Dobbin  v.  Hubbard,  17  Ark.  189 
Fatten  V.  Kinsman,  17  Iowa,  428;  Boarman  v.  Groves,  23  Miss.  280 
During  V.  Boyle,  8  Kan.  525;  Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Taylor,  62  Mo. 
328. 

12  Yale  v.  Dederer.  18  N.  Y.  281;  72  Am.  Dec.  503. 

13  Yale  v.  Dederer.  22  N.  Y.  450;  78  Am.  Dec.  216. 

14  Peters  v.  Fowler.  41  Barb.  467;  Evans  v.  De  Lay,  81  Cal.  106. 
She  need  not  in  her  complaint  allege  the  coverture,  but  when  that 
fact  appears  upon  the  trial,  may  show  that  the  property  demanded 
Is  her  separate  property.    Shumway  v.  Lakey,  67  OaL  458. 
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§  447.  Demand  and  form  of  judgment.  To  charge  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  a  wife  in  an  equitable  action  in  New  York,  the 
demand  must  be  as  in  this  form.^*^  But  there  is  no  differenxje 
in  the  form  of  judgment,  though  the  execution  is  restricted. ^' 

§  448.  Estate  must  be  shown.  The  complaint  must  show 
what  the  estate  is,  and  what  is  its  yalue.^*^  But  such  is  not 
the  practice  in  California;  for  in  this  state  the  complaint  need 
not  set  out  any  separate  property  of  the  defendant,  becaifse 
the  wife  was  liable  in  personam  before  coverture,  and  under 
our  statute  continues  so  after  marriage.^® 

S  449.  For  benefit  of  her  separate  lands.  The  weight  of 
the  decisions  is,  that  the  acts  relative  to  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  married  women  in  New  York,  enlarged  only  the  power  of 
married  women  to  hold  and  convey  their  separate  estate,  but 
did  not  operate  to  subject  them  to  new  remedies  on  their 
personal  contracts.^®  Under  the  California  Code  she  may  make 
herself  liable  without  specially  charging  her  separate  estate.^ 

§  450.  Homestead.  A  complaint  by  husband  and  wife  to 
recover  the  homestead  conveyed  away  by  the  deed  of  the  hus- 
band alone,  must  aver  either  that  the  premises  were  occupied 
as  a  homestead  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance,  or  that  they 
had  not  been  previously  abandoned.^  So  a  married  woman 
can  not  alone  convey  away  the  homestead.^ 

15  Oobine  v.  St.  John,  12  How.  Pr.  333;  Coon  v.  Brook,  21  Barb. 
546. 

10  Laws  of  New  York  (1853),  p.  1057.  For  form  of  complaint  on  a 
note  Indorsed  by  the  wife,  while  sole,  before  the  delivery  of  the 
note  to  the  payee,  see  Sexton  v.  Fleet,  6  Abb.  Pr.  8;  S.  O.,  15  How. 
Pr.  106. 

17  Sexton  V.  Fleet,  6  Abb.  Pr.  9;  S.  O.,  15  How.  Pr.  106;  Oobine  v. 
St.  John,  12  id.  33a 

18  Bostic  V.  Love,  16  Cal.  68;  see,  also,  Foote  v.  Morris,  12  N.  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  61. 

10  Francis  v.  Ross,  17  How.  Pr.  561;  Gates  v.  Brower,  6  N.  Y. 
205;  Switzer  v.  Valentine,  4  Duer,  96;  Cobine  y.  St  John,  12  How. 
Pr.  333;  Coon  v.  Brook,  21  Barb.  546.  For  other  modes  of  pleading, 
see  Coster  v.  Isaacs,  16  Abb.  Pr.  328;  Baldwin  v.  Kimmel,  Id.  353; 
Young  V.  Gori,  13  id.  13,  note;  Thompson  v.  Sargent,  15  id.  462; 
Aitken  v.  Clark,  16  id.  328,  note. 

20  See  chapter  3,  Civil  Code. 

a  Harper  v.  Forbes,  15  Cal.  202. 

22  Pool  V.  Gerard,  6  Cal.  73;  Flege  v.  Garvey,  47  id.  871. 


361  HUSBAND  AITD  WIFE.  §§  451-456 

i  451.  Marriage.  A  marriage  de  facto,  although  not  legally 
solemBized^  is  sufficient  at  common  law  to  render  the  husband 
liable  for  the  previously-contracted  debts  of  the  wife.^  It  is 
not  material  whether  the  marriage  was  solemnized^  if  the  parties 
afterwards^  and  after  the  passage  of  the  act^  resided  and  ac- 
quired the  property  here.^ 

{  452.  Misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  Claim  for  personal 
judgment  against  husband^  and  enforcement  of  a  lien  against 
wife's  separate  estate,  are  incompatible.* 

S  453.  Promise  of  married  woman.  In  New  York,  in  an 
action  to  charge  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  upon 
her  promise,  it  is  necessary  that  the  complaint  allege  either 
that  the  consideration  of  the  promise  was  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate,  or  that  she  intended  to  charge  such  estate.^ 

S  454.  Property  liable  for  debts  of  wife.  The  separate  prop- 
erty  of  the  wife  »i8  liable  for  her  debts  contracted  before 
marriage,  and  the  separate  property  of  her  husband  is  not.^ 
The  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  common  property  is  a  mere 
expectancy,  like  the  interest  which  an  heir  may  possess  in  the 
property  of  his  ancestors.^ 

i  455.  The  same  —  property  owned  before  marriage.  The  com- 
plaint is  not  demurrable  for  omitting  to  designate  the  wife's 
separate  property,  which  by  the  statute  law  of  New  York,  1853, 
is  alone  bound  by  the  judgment  in  such  case.^ 

S  456.  Bent.  Where  husband  and  wife  are  sued  for  rent 
claimed  on  a  lease  made  by  plaintiff  to  the. wife,  plaintiff  and 
the  wife  being  tenants  in  common  of  the  property,  it  was  held, 

23  Norwood  v.  Steyenson,  Andr.  227,  228;  Robinson  v.  Nahon, 
1  Camp.  215;  Watson  v.  Threlkeld,  2  Esp.  637. 

»Dye  V.  Dye,  11  Cal.  163;  see  Pec^le  v.  Anderson,  26  id.  129; 
Graham  y.  Bennett,  2  id.  503;  Letters  y.  Oady,  10  id.  533. 

»  Palen  y.  Lent,  5  Boew.  713;  Sexton  y.  Fleet,  2  Hilt  477. 

aePalen  y.  Lent,  5  Bosw.  713;  Francis  y.  Boss,  17  How.  Pr.  561; 
see  Conlin  y.  Cantrell,  64  N.  Y.  217;  TreadweU  y.  Archer,  76  Id.  106. 

27  0ai.  ciyil  Code,  §  170;  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson.  15  Cal.  311; 
Tanderheyden  y.  Mallory,  1  N.  Y.  472. 

»  Van  Maren  y.  Johnson,  15  Cal.  311;  Guice  v.  Lawrence,  2  La. 
Ann.  226;  see,  also,  Packard  y.  Arellanos,  17  Cal.  587;  Vlantin  v. 
Bumpns,  35  id.  214. 

»Foote  y.  Morris,  12  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  61. 
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that  the  wife  can  be  liable  only  as  sole  trader  under  the  statute; 
and  that  the  complaint  must  aver  facts  requisite  to  establish 
her  liability  in  that  character,  and  that  the  allegation  that  she 
^*was  doing  business  as  a  feme  sole,  with  the  consent  of  her 
husband/'  is  insufficient.^ 

i  467.  Sale  and  delivery.  The  complaint  must  allege  a 
sale  for  the  benefit  of  such  estate.^*  Alleging  a  sale  and  deliv- 
ery to  the  husband,  instead  of  alleging  a  sale  and  delivery  to 
the  wife  on  the  faith  of  or  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate, 
is  not  sufficient.'*  Merely  alleging  a  sale  on  the  credit  of  her 
estate,  is  insufficient  on  demurrer.^ 

§  468.  Separate  property.  In  an  action  against  husband 
and  wife  to  recover  antenuptial  debts,  the  complaint  need  not 
designate  wife's  separate  property.'*  Where  the  complaint  does 
not  aver  that  the  purchase  money  paid  for  land  bought  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  was  her  separate  property,  the  presumption 
is  that  it  is  common  property.'*^ 

§  459.  SuflLcient  averment.  Where  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  contract  of  a  married  woman  alleged  that  the 
property  sold  was  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  wife,  that  it 
was  purchased  at  her  special  instance  and  request,  and  used  in 
and  about  her  premises,  it  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  a  contract 
made  with  the  wife  in  relation  to  her  separate  property.** 

i  460.  Against  husband  and  wife  on  note  by  wife  while  sole. 

Form  No.  g6. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.,  his  wife, 
the  defendants,  for  that  the  said  E.,  heretofore,  whilst  she  was 

30  Aiken  v.  Davis.  17  Cal.  119. 
SI  Bass  V.  Bean,  16  How.  Pr.  93. 

32  Arnold  V.  Rignold,  16  How.  Pr.  158. 

33  Bass  V.  Bean,  16  How.  Pr.  93. 
34Foote  V.  Morris,  12  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  61. 

35  Althof  V.  Conheim,  38  Cal.  230;  99  Am.  Dec.  363. 

30Musser  v.  Hobart.  14  Iowa.  248.  In  an  action  against  a  mar- 
ried woman  as  Indorser,  an  allegation  that  she  had  a  separate 
estate,  and  that,  by  Indorsing' the  note  as  alleged,  she  Intended 
to  and  did  charge  her  separate  estate  with  the  payment  thereof, 
and  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  went  for  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate,  is  sufficient  Gfroehner  v.  McCJarty,  2  Abb.  N.  0. 
76. 
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sole  and  unmarried,  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  at 

[naming  place  J,  made  her  certain  promissory  note  in  writing  of 
that  date,  and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  and  thereby  promised,  by  her  then  name  of  E.  F.,  to 
pay  to  the  said  plaintiff,  or  order,  tlie  sum  of dol- 
lars in after  the  date  thereof;  and  the  said  E.  F. 

has  since  intermarried  with  the  said  C.  D.;  yet  the  said  defend- 
ants have  not,  nor  hath  either  of  them,  paid  the  said  sum  of 
money,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  said  plaintiff. 

Wherefore  the  said  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  the  said 

defendants  for  the  said  sum  of dollars,  together 

with  interest  thereon  from  the  day  of , 

18. .,  and  costs  of  suit. 

§  461.  By  a  married  woman. 

Form  No.  P7. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . . ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  intermarried  with  one  A.  B.,  whose  wife  she  now  is. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . . ,  at , 

the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff 

for  the  sum  of dollars,  and  which  note  is  in  words  and 

figures  as  follows:     [Copy  note.] 

III.  That  the  consideration  of  the  said  note  was  the  payment 

by  this  plaintiff  to  the  maker  thereof  of  the  sum  of 

dollars,  which  said  sum  was  at  and  before  the  time  of  her  mar- 
riage owned  by  her,  and  thereafter  was  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  and  so  continued  until  the  date  the  said  note  became 
due,  and  that  said  note  thereupon  became  and  ever  since  has 
remained  her  sole  and  separate  property  [or  otherwise,  accord- 
ing to  the  circumstances,  showing  it  to  be  her  separate  estate]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  462.  BlTisloxL  of  common  property.  In  an  action  for  the 
division  of  the  common  property  of  husband  and  wife,  after 
a  decree  of  divorce,  the  plaintiff,  to  bring  herself  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act  "  defining  the  rights  of  husband  and  wife," 
passed  April  17, 18.50,  must  affirmatively  state  such  facts  as  give 
her  the  right  to  the  property  under  the  act.^'' 

87  Dyp  r.  Dye,  11  Oal.  163;  see  Johnson  v.  -Johnson,  Id.  200;  70 
Am.  Dec.  774. 
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§  463.  Marriage,  averment  o£«  Where  the  plaintiff  averred 
in  her  complaint,  in  a  suit  brought  for  her  distributive  share  of 
the  estate  of  an  alleged  deceased  husband,  that  the  deceased 
made  proposals  of  marriage  to  her,  which  she  accepted,  and 
consented  to  live  with  him  as  his  true  and  lawful  wife;  and 
that  in  accordance  with  his  wishes  she  henceforth  lived  and  co- 
habited with  him  as  his  wife,  always  conducting  herself  as  a 
true,  faithful,  and  affectionate  wife  should  do,  it  was  held  that 
these  were  insufficient  averments  of  the  existence  of  a  marriage^ 
and  that  the  facts  averred  were  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  a 
marriage.^ 

§  464.  Mortgage.  It  is  immaterial  whether  a  conveyance 
to  the  wife  was  made  with  or  without  a  fraudulent  intent;  in 
either  case  it  is  unavailing  against  the  mortgage,  because  the 
inference  from  the  language  of  the  complaint  that  the  convey- 
ance was  upon  purchase  and  during  marriage,  and,  consequently, 
that  the  property  was  common  property,  is  not  negatived  by 
any  averment  that  the  property  was  transferred  to  her  before 
marriage,  or  was  a  gift  to  her,  or  in  exchange  for  her  separate 
property." 

§  465.  Mortgage  of  separate  property.  Where  a  wife  sought 
relief  by  a  bill  in  chancery  from  a  mortgage  of  her  separate 
property,  it  was  no  objection  to  the  bill,  as  a  rule  of  pleading, 
that  a  husband  was  made  a  party  to  it  with  the  wife.  He  acts 
only  as  her  prochein  atni.^ 

§  466.  Separate  property  of  wife.      The    law    of    California 
provides  that  all  property  owned  by  the  wife  before  her  mar-* 
riage,  or  after  marriage,  acquired  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or 
descent,  shall  be  her  separate  estate;*^  the  law  in  this  respect 
being  similar  to  that  of  Texas  and  Louisiana.*^    A  general  aver- 
as  Letters  v.  Cady,  10  Cal.  533;  see  People  v.  Anderson,  26  Id.  129; 
Kelly  V.  Murphy,  70  Id.  564. 
8»Kohner  v.  Ashenauer,  17  Cal.  578. 
40Beln  V.  Heath,  6  How.  (U.  S.)  228. 

41  Civil  Code,  §  162;  Meyer  v.  Klnzer,  12  Cal.  251;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
id.  224;  73  Am.  Dec.  533. 

42  Huston  V.  Curl,  8  Tex.  242;  Chapman  v.  Allen,  15  id.  278; 
Claiborne  v.  Tanner,  18  id.  68;  Dominguez  v.  Lee,  17  La.  290; 
Fisher  v.  Gordy.  2  La.  Ann.  763;  Webb  v.  Peet,  7  id.  92. 
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ment  that  the  property  is  the  separate  property  of  the  married 
woman  is  not  bad  on  demurrer.** 

S  46?'.  Services  of  wife  before  marriage.  The  husband  is 
properly  joined  with  the  wife  in  an  action  for  services  performed 
by  her,  and  the  action  brought  therefor,  previous  to  marriage.** 

I  468.  When  hueband  may  Join.  When  a  married  woman 
is  a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her,  except  in 
special  cases.*^  And  even  in  these  special  cases  it  is  not  obliga- 
tory on  the  wife  to  sue  alone.** 

%  469.  When  she  may  sue  alone.  In  actions  concerning  her 
^parate  estate,  she  may  sue  alone,  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,^'' 
So  in  Illinois,  under  the  act  of  1861,  p.  24.*®  So,  also,  in  New 
York,  under  the  Code  of  Procedure,  section  114.  Under  the 
new  Code  of  Procedure  in  New  York,  section  450,  a  married 
woman  appears,  prosecutes,  or  defends  alone  or  joined  with 
other  parties,  as  if  she  were  single.  So,  also,  by  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania.*®  So,  also,  under  the  laws  of  Texas.*^  A  mar- 
ried woman  may  sue  alone  in  actions  against  her  husband.^^ 

9  470.  When  she  can  not  sue  alone.  The  wife  can  not 
bring  suit  in  her  own  name  on  a  contract  which  the  law  does 
not  authorize  her  to  make.'^    Nor  to  recover  the  homestead.*^ 

43  Spies  V.  Accessory  Transit  Oo.,  5  Duer,  662;  Lippman  v. 
Petersburgh,  10  Abb.  Pr.  254. 

44  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  Oal.  310. 
46  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  370. 

4'"  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  Cal.  310. 

4T  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  370;  and  see  §  155,  ante;  Evans  v.  De  Lay,  81 
CaL  10ft;  Schwarze  v.  Mahoney,  97  Id.  131.  But  a  husband  may  be 
joined  as  plaintiff  with  his  wife  in  such  action.  Spargur  v.  Heard, 
90  Cal.  221. 

48  See  Emerson  v.  Clayton.  32  111.  493. 

40  See  Goodyear  v.  Rumbaugh.  13  Penn.  St.  480;  Cummlngs'  Ap- 
peal, 11  Id.  275:  Sheidle  v.  Welshlee,  lf>  Id.  134;  Long's  Adm*r  v. 
Wlilte's  Adm*r,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  230. 

M  Mclntire  v.  Cliappell,  2  Tex.  378;  O'Brien  v.  Hilbum,  9  id.  297. 

f'l  Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312. 

f'2  Snyder  v.  Webb,  3  Cal.  83. 

M  Poole  V.  Gerrard.  6  Cal.  71;  65  Am.  Dec.  481;  Gulod  v.  Guiod. 
14  Cal.  506;  76  Am.  Dec.  440;  but  see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  370, 
subd.  1. 
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Nor  for  damages  for  a  personal  injury.***  The  question  of  the 
rights  of  married  women  is  regulated  by  the  statutes  of  the 
several  states.  Hence  the  authorities  referred  to  have  little 
application^  except  in  the  states  where  such  laws  are  in  force^ 
or  the  decisions  were  made.  In  Illinois^  whenever  a  wife  joins 
with  her  husband,  her  interest  must  appear.** 

{471.  Against  a  married  woman,  as  sole  trader. 

Form  No.  gS, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  the  wife  of  one  A.  B. 

II.  That  on  the day  of >  by  a  decree  of  the 

superior  court,  in  and  for  the  county  of ,  in  this  state, 

the  defendant  was  decreed  a  sole  trader;  and  at  the  time  of 
making  the  note  hereafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was,  and 

still  is,  a  sole  trader,  carrying  on  business  as   

at 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  at , 

the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  at  her  request 

of  the  value  of dollars,  which  were  used  by 

the  defendant  in  her  said  business,  as  sole  trader. 

IV.  That  in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant,  as  sole 
trader,  ijiade  her  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy.     [Copy  note.] 

V.  That  she  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  478.  Separate  property.  The  letters  received  by  a  married 
woman  from  her  first  and  second  husband,  before  her  marriage 
with  the  latter,  are  her  separate  property  —  like  jewels  —  and 
her  gift  of  them  to  her  daughter  is  valid  as  against  her  hus- 
band.*^ 

§  473.  Sole  trader.  A  complaint,  in  an  action  to  recover  a 
debt  from  a  married  woman,  which  charges  that  she  is  a  sole 
trader  under  the  statute,  is  sufficient,  without  any  averment 
of  facts  showing  that  the  debt  was  contracted  in  the  particular 
business  which  she  had  declared  her  intention  to  carry  on.'^ 

M  Sheldon  v.  Uncle  Sam,  18  Cal.  526;  McFadden  v.  Railway  Oo.,. 
87  Cal.  464;  and  see  %  155,  ante. 
M2  Black,  1236. 

06  Grl^by  v.  Brerklnrldiare,  2  Bush.  480;  92  Am.  Dec.  500. 
57  Melcher  v.  Kuhland,  22  Cal.  523. 
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S  474.  Sole  trader,  averment  of.  An  averment  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  defendant,  a  married  woman,  who  carried  on 
a  separate  business,  represented  at  the  time  of  making  the 
contract  that  it  was  for  the  use  of  such  business,  is  sufficient 
on  demurrer.**  If  the  contract  was  not  in  fact  for  the  uses  of 
such  business,  it  should  appear  by  way  of  defense.*^ 

f  475.  The  same,  on  contract  generally. 

Form  No.  pp. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  marriage  as  in  previous  form.] 

II.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

III.  That  the  property  hereinbefore  mentioned  was  acquired 
by  her  as  sole  trader,  and  has  ever  since  been  her  sole  property. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  476.  Facts  to  be  alleged.  By  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
in  New  York,  it  seems  that  it  is  still  necessary,  in  an  action 
against  a  married  woman,  to  allege  in  the  complaint  the  facts 
creating  her  peculiar  liability,  for  an  act  relating  to  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  or  relating  to  trade  carried  on  by  her  for  her  own 
benefit.^ 

9  476a.  Complaint  against  wife  as  trustee  of  husband.  In  an 
action  by  a  creditor  of  the  husband  against  the  wife,  as  trus- 
tee of  the  former^s  interest  in  land  held  in  her  name,  to  com- 
pel a  conveyance  to  the  husband  of  his  interest  therein,  in 
order  that  it  may  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  to 
the  plaintiff,  an  allegation  of  the  husband's  insolvency  is  not 
necessary.** 

M  Ctoeter  v.  Isaacs,  16  Abb.  Pr.  328. 

«» Coster  V.  Isaacs,  16  Abb.  Pr.  328.  For  the  substance  of  a 
complaint  against  a  married  woman  as  sole  trader,  see  Gouldin^p:  v. 
Davidson,  26  N.  Y.  604;  and,  less  fully,  Id.,  25  How.  Pr.  483. 

WDlekerman  v.  Abrahams,  21  Barb.  5bl;  Baldwin  v.  KImmel, 
16  Abb.  Pr.  353. 

«  O'Connell  v.  Taney,  16  Ck)l.  353;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  275. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

INFANTS. 

I  477.  By  an  infant,  suing  by  general  gnardUlU 

Form  No.  lOO. 

[Title.] 


A.  B.,  an  Infant,  by  C.  D.,  his  Guar- 
dian, Plaintiff, 

against 
B.  F.,  Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  above-named  C.  D.  was  duly  appointed  by 

the court  of  the county,  state  of 

California,  guardian  of  the  property  and  person  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  [State  the  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

9  478.  By  an  infant,  suing  by  guardian  ad  litem. 

Form  No.  loi. 

[Title.] 


A.  B.,  an  Infant,  by  C.  D.,  his  Guar- 
dian ad  litem.  Plaintiff, 
against 
E.  F.,  Defendant. 


J 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  t<J-wit,  of 
the  age  of years. 

IT.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  above-named  C.  D.  was  duly  appointed  by  the   

court  of  the  county  of pfpfe  of  California,  the  ^lar- 

dian  of  the  above-named  A.  B.,  for  the  purposes  of  tTiis  action. 

III.  [State  the  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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S  470.  Actions  by  or  against  infants  should  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  their  general  guardian,  or  by  their  guardian  ad  litem} 
A  guardian  appears  in  the  action  simply  to  manage  and  take 
care  of  the  interests  of  the  ward  or  infant  for  whom  he  ap- 
pearsy  and  does  not  thereby  become  a  party  to  the  action.^  A 
judgment  rendered  against  an  infant,  in  which  no  guardian 
ad  litem  has  been  appointed,  is  not  for  that  reason  void;^  and 
a  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  an  action  in  which  he  has 
appeared  by  an  attorney  will  be  upheld  as  fully  as  though  he 
had  appeared  in  person.^ 

%  480.  Appointment  of  guardian*  Where  the  will  appoints 
a  guardian,  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  letters  of  guardian- 
ship.* The  court  has  no  right  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litcnty 
for  an  infant  defendant,  till  the  defendant  is  properly  brought 
before  the  court.®  But  where  his  interests  require  it,  the  court 
will  appoint  such  a  guardian  even  though  the  minor  may  have 
a  general  guardian.''  The  provisions  of  sections  9  and  10  of 
the  California  Civil  Practice  Act  (Code,  372,  373),  relative  to 
the  appointment  of  guardians  ad  litem,  where  infants  are  parties, 
only  apply  where  there  is  no  general  guardian,  or  where  he 
does  not  act.® 

f  481.  Appointment,  how  and  when  must  be  alleged  In  New 
York,  where  the  plaintiff  is  an  infant  suing  by  guardian,  the 
complaint  shall  contain  an  allegation  of  the  appointment  of 
the  guardian,  and  it  should  be  stated  in  a  traversable  form.® 

iCal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  8  372;  N.  Y.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  §  469;  see 
Richardson  v.  Loupe,  80  Oal.  491;  Westem  Lumber  Co.  v.  PhiUips, 
94  Id.  54. 

2  0'8hea  v.  Wilkinson,  95  Cal.  454. 

3Emeric  v.  Alvarado,  64  Oal.  600;  Kemp  v.  Cook,  18  Md.  130; 
79  Am.  Dec.  681. 

4  Childs  V.  Lauterman,  103  Cal.  387;  42  Am.  St  Rep.  121. 

8  Norris  v.  Harris.  15  CaL  255. 

«  Gray  v.  Palmer,  9  Cal.  616;  and  see  McCloekey  v.  Sweeney,  66 
id.  53. 

T  Gronfier  v.  Puymlrol,  19  Cal.  629;  Emeric  v.  Alvarado,  64  id.  600. 

8  Fox  T.  Minor,  32  Cal.  119;  91  Am.  Dec.  566;  Spear  v.  Ward. 
20  Cal.  676. 

» Hulbert  v.  Youn^,  13  How.  Pr.  414;  Grantman  v.  Thrall, 
44  Barb.  173;  see,  also,  Stanley  v.  Chappell.  8  Cow.  235.  So  where 
an  infant  sues  by  a  guardian  ad  litem  as  provided  in  section  372  of 
the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  complaint  must  allege 
the  due  appointment  of  the  guardian  since  the  appointment  of 
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Such  appointment  must  be  alleged  with  certainty  as  to  time^ 
place^  and  power  of  the  appointment.^^  But  an  allegation 
that  the  appointment  was  made  on  the  plaintiff's  application  is 
implied  by  the  averment  that  the  guardian  was  "duly  ap- 
pointed.^^ When,  however,  a  complaint  was  entitled,  "J.  G.^ 
by  J.  G.,  his  Guardian,  v.  G.  T.,"  and  commenced  thus:  '*  The 
plaintiff,  complaining,  states,"  etc.,  but  contained  no  allegation 
that  the  plaintiff  was  an  infant,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  that  the  guardian  was  appointed  by  any  court,  it  was 
held  bad  on  demurrer,  for  the  reason  that,  while  it  showed  that 
the  plaintiff  appeared  by  guardian,  it  did  not  show  that  the 
guardian  was  duly  appointed,  so  as  to  authorize  such  appear- 
ance.^^ If  the  allegation  be  deemed  too  general,  the  objection 
can  not  be  taken  by  demurrer.  The  remedy  is  by  motion  to 
make  it  more  definite.^* 

In  California,  however,  in  an  action  against  infants,  neither 
the  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem,  nor  the 
order  making  the  same,  need  appear  on  the  judgment-roll. 
Such  appointment  may  be  made  on  an  application  ore  tenus  in 
open  court,  as  well  as  in  writing,  and  where  the  record  is  silent 
as  to  the  manner  of  appointment,  the  regularity  thereof  will  be 
presumed." 

{  482.  Actions  by  general  guardian.  A  general  guardian  can 
not  sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  money  due  the  infant. 
Such  actions  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  infant^  by 
his  guardian.^^  In  an  action  by  an  infant,  a  general  guardian, 
designated  in  the  complaint  as  a  guardian  ad  litem,  is  of  no  im- 
portance, if  the  body  of  the  complaint  shows  him  to  be  a  gen- 

snch  gaardlan  Is  a  traversable  fact,  and  must  be  stated  in  order 
that  It  may  be  traversed.    Crawford  v.  Neal,  56  CaL  321. 

10  Stanley  v.  Ohappell,  8  CJow.  235;  Hulbert  v.  Young,  13  How.  Pr. 
413. 

11  PoUy  V.  Saratoga  &  Washington  R.  R.  Oo.,  9  Barb.  449;  People 
es  rel  Haws  v.  Walker,  2  Abb.  Pr.  421;  People  ex  rel  Crane  v. 
Ryder.  12  N.  Y.  433. 

la  Stanley  v.  ChappeU,  8  Cow.  235;  Hulbert  v.  Young,  13  How.  Pr. 
413;  Grantman  v.  ThraU,  44  Barb.  173. 

18  Sere  v.  Colt,  5  Abb.  Pr.  481.  Where  a  bill  is  brought  on 
behalf  of  infant  complainants  by  their  "  next  friend,"  it  wiU  be 
presumed  that  the  next  friend  was  duly  appointed  by  the  court, 
and  leave  given  to  file  the  bill.    Bent  v.  Railway  Co.,  3  N.  Mez.  158. 

i4Emerlc  v.  Alvarado,  64  Cal.  529. 

IB  Spear  v.  Ward,  20  Cal.    676;  Fox  v.  Minor,  82  id.  119. 
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eral  guardian.^^  In  an  action  by  a  guardian^  to  recover  from 
iiis  ward's  estate  for  services  rendered  in  a  suit  at  law^  it  must 
be  alleged  that  the  employment  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  reason- 
able and  proper  expense  incurred  by  the  guardian.^'' 

i  488.  Dlsafflrmance  of  deed.  Where  an  infant  conveys  his 
land,  and  afterwards,  on  coming  of  age,  would  avoid  the  deed 
and  recover  possession,  he  must  before  suit  make  an  entry  upon 
the  lands,  and  execute  a  second  deed  to  a  third  person,  or  do 
some  other  act  of  equal  notoriety  in  disaffirmance  of  the  first 
deed,  or  an  action  can  not  be  maintained.*®  His  act  of  dis- 
affirmance must  be  averred  in  the  pleading,  and  is  necessary  to 
be  proved.  The  want  of  this  allegation  makes  the  complaint 
fatally  defective.** 

S  484.  Infant  feme  covert.  Under  the  California  statutes, 
the  disability  of  infancy  attaches  as  well  to  a  feme  covert  under 
age,  as  to  a  feme  sole,  subject  to  the  act  of  1858,  p.  108,  which 
makes  married  women  under  eighteen,  and  married  with  the 
consent  of  their  parent  or  guardian,  of  full  and  lawful  age.^ 

S  486.  Actione  by  infante  in  Ohio  and  Illinois.  In  Illinois 
minors  may  bring  suits  in  all  cases  whatever,  by  persons  they 
may  select  as  their  next  friend,  who  must  file  a  bond  for  costs 
that  may  accrue.^  In  Ohio  the  action  must  be  brought  by 
the  guardian  or  next  friend  of  the  infant,^  who  is  liable  for 
aU  costs.^  In  a  joint  suit  by  husband  of  age,  and  wife  a  minor, 
no  guardian  for  the  wife  is  necessary.^ 

I  486.  Partition.  Guardians  ad  litem  appointed  to  represent 
an  infant  in  suits  in  partition,  have  no  power  to  admit  away 
by  their  answer  the  rights  of  the  infants,  as  it  is  not  a  matter 

i«  Spear  v.  Ward.  20  Cal.  676. 

i7GaIdweU  v.  Young,  21  Tex.  800. 

18  Bool  V.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119;  31  Am.  Dec.  285;  Domlnlck  t. 
Michael,  4  Sandf.  420. 

i^Voorhies  v.  Voorhiee,  2^  Barb.  150;  see,  also,  Civil  Code, 
If  85,  86  and  37.  As  to  what  acts  will  amount  to  aflirmance,  see 
Henry  v.  Root,  88  N.  Y.  526. 

aoMagee  v.  Welsh,  18  Cal.  155.  This  statute  is  not  now  In 
force.    As  to  disaffirmance  of  deed  by  infant,  see  5  Ohio^  251. 

a  Scatee,  Treat,  and  Stat.  552. 

» Ohio  Code,  S  80. 

» Id.,  I  81. 

M  Cook  T.  Bawdon,  6  Haw.  Fr.  288;  Hnlbert  t.  Newell,  4  id.  9&. 
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within  the  scope  of  their  appointment.^  They  have  power 
to  defend  for  the  infant  solely  against  the  claim  set  up  for 
partition  of  the  common  estate.^ 

I  487.  Promissory  notes.  The  promissory  note  of  an  infant 
is  voidable,  not  void.*^ 

§  488.  Special,  obligation  of  ancestor.  Where  the  infant  waa 
sued  upon  a  special  obligation  of  the  ancestor,  chargeable  upon 
the  inheritance,  he  might  pray  that  the  proceedings  be  stayed 
until  he  should  attain  his  majority.  This  privilege  is  con- 
fined to  the  heir  alone.^  In  Ohio  it  is  held  that  in  an  action 
against  an  infant  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  alleged  con- 
tract with  his  ancestor,  he  is  entitled  to  a  day  in  court  after 
coming  of  age  to  show  cause  against  the  decree,  and  if  an  abso- 
lute decree  be  taken  against  him,  it  will  be  error.^  In  the  same 
case,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  parol  demurrer,  or  staying 
proceedings  until  the  infant  attained  his  majority,  was  abolished 
by  statute;  but  that  the  right  of  the  infant  to  a  day  in  court 
after  coming  of  age  does  not  depend  upon  the  existence  or  non- 
existence of  the  right  of  parol  demurrer. 

9  489.  Trover.  Infancy  is  no  bar  to  an  action  of  trover  for 
conversion  of  goods.*^ 

§  490.  Wages.  An  infant,  after  the  death  of  his  father,  can 
not  recover  his  wages  for  services  performed  in  the  lifetime  of 
his  father,  under  a  contract  made  with  the  father.^* 

§  491.  Wrongs.  Infancy  is  no  defense  to  an  action  founded 
on  fraud  and  falsehood  of  the  party  pleading  it.** 

26  Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  19  Oal.  210;  79  Am.  Dec.  212. 
Mid. 

27  Young:  V.  Bell,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  342;  Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Pet 
(U.  S.)  .58;  Hastings  v.  DoUarhlde,  24  Cal.  195:  Kendrick  v.  Nelsz, 
17  Col.  506. 

28  Joyce  V.  McAvoy,  31  Cal.  273;  89  Am.  Dec.  172. 

29  Lon^  V.  Mnlford,  17  Ohio  St.  485;  93  Am.  Dec.  638;  see  Thomp- 
son V.  Railway  Co.,  3  N.  Mex.  269. 

sovasse  v.  Smith,  6  Oranch,  226;  Fish  v.  Ferris,  5  Dner,  49; 
Schunemann  v.  Paradise,  46  How.  Pr.  426;  Manufacturing  Ck>.  v. 
Jacobs,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1006. 

«  Roby  V.  Lyndall,  4  Oranch  C.  C.  351. 

M  Calls  V.  Phalen.  2  How.  Pr.  376;  see  Oal.  Civil  Code,  §  41; 
Bice  V.  Boyer,  108  Ind.  472;  58  Am.  Bep.  53. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

INSANE  PERSONS. 

i  480.  By  guardian  of  an  insane  person,  or  person  of  unsound 
mind. 

Form  No,  joi. 

[Title.] 


O.  D.,  an  Insane  Person  (or  Person 
of  Unsound  Mind),  by  A.  B.,  his 
Guardian,  Plaintiff,  y 

•    .  against 

B.  F.,  Defendant. 


The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  the  cause  of  action.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  county 

of •.....>  the  superior  judge  of  said  county  [or  city  and 

county],  state  of  California^  upon  the  petition  of ,  and 

after  due  notice  and  hearing,  adjudged  the  said  C.  D.  to  be  an 
insane  person  [or  incapable  of  taking  care  of  himself  and  man- 
aging his  property]. 

III.  That  afterward  on  the  same  day  [or  on  the day 

of ,  18. . .],  at  said  county  [or  city  and  county],  said 

superior  judge  [or  court]  appointed  the  plaintiff  guardian  of 
the  person  and  estate  of  the  said  C.  D.;  that  he,  this  plaintiff, 
has  given  bond  as  required  by  law,  and  still  and  now  is  such 
guardian  of  the  said  C.  D.,  as  aforesaid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  403.  Appointment  of  snutrdian.  Upon  petition  under  oath, 
by  any  relative  or  friend  of  any  insane  person,  or  any  person 
who  by  old  age  or  other  cause  is  mentally  incompetent,  the 
probate  judge  shall,  after  hearing  and  examination,  appoint  a 
guardian  of  his  person  and  estate.^  And  every  such  guardian 
ihall  appear  for  and  represent  his  ward  in  all  legal  suits  and 

1  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1764. 
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proceedings,  unless  another  person  is  appointed  for  that  par- 
pose,  as  guardian  or  next  friend.* 

i  404.  "  Duly  appointed."  The  word  "  duly/'  as  used  in  the 
New  York  forms,  may  be  omitted,  bs  jurisdiction  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court  will  be  presumed.* 

§  405.  Limitatloxifl.  The  probate  of  a  will  shall  be  conclu- 
fiive,  if  not  contested  within  one  year,  but  in  the  case  of  infants, 
married  women  and  persons  of  unsound  mind  alike,  a  period  of 
one  year,  after  their  respective  disabilities  are  removed,  is 
granted  by  the  Probate  Act.* 

I  496.  Attack  on  authority  of  guardian.  Letters  of  guar- 
dianship of  an  insane  person  can  not  be  questioned  in  a  col- 
lateral proceeding,  and  are  admissible  in  evidence.^ 

I  407.  Against  tho  guardian  of  an  insane  person. 

Form  No.  103, 

[TiTLB.] 


A.  B.,  Plaintiff, 
against 
<X  D.,  Guardian  of  B.  F.,  an  Insane 
Person   (or   Person   of   Unsound 
Mind),  Defendant. 


The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [State  a  cause  of  action  against  an  insane  person.] 

II.  That  afterwards  [or  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . .], 

the  said  E.  F,  was  adjudged  by  the court  to  be  a  per- 
son of  unsound  mind. 

III.  That  the  defendant  was,  on  the day  of  . ." , 

18. . .,  appointed  by  the  said  court  guardian  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  the  said  E.  F.;  that  he,  the  defendant,  accepted  said 
appointment,  and  is  now  such  guardian. 

2  Id.,  §  1769;  see  Redmond  v.  Peterson,  102  Cal.  595;  41  Am.  St 
Rep.  204;  Justice  v.  Ott,  87  Cal.  530;  Boyd  v.  Dodson,  66  Id.  360. 

3  See  Bloom  v.   Burdick.  1   Hill,   130;  37  Am.   Dec.  299.    As  to 
presumption  of  jurisdiction,  see  "  Jurisdiction/*  chap.  2, 

4  Cal.  Code  C^v.  Pro..  §  1333. 

B  Warner  v.  Wilson,  4  Cal.  310. 
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Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  for dol- 
lars, with  interest  from to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of 

the  said  E.  F.,  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant. 

• 

9  408.  qeotment.  The  guardian  of  a  lunatic^  etc.,  has  no 
estate  in  his  lands;  and  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  lunatic's 
land  must  be  brought  in  the  lunatic's  name.^ 

i  489.  Bquitj  suits.  If  any  person  has  a  legal  or  equitable 
claim  against  the  estate  of  an  insane  person,  which  is  under  the 
care  of  the  guardian,  who  refuses  to  allow  the  same,  he  must 
apply  to  chancery  by  petition.  He  will  not  be  permitted  to  sue 
at  law  except  under  the  sanction  of  chancery.'^ 

S  500.  Habitual  drunkard.  '  In  New  York,  where,  pending 
a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  to  reach  the  assets  of  his  debtor, 
the  latter  is,  by  proceedings  previously  commenced  in  another 
court,  adjudged  to  be  an  habitual  drunkard,  and  a  committee  is 
appointed  of  his  estate,  the  court  in  which  the  former  suit  is 
pending  can  not  properly  proceed  to  final  judgment.®  The 
rules  of  comity  always  observed  toward  each  other  by  courts  of 
concurrent  jurisdiction  would  prevent  the  granting  of  a  decree 
as  prayed  for.* 

9  501.  Lunatic.  A  suit  in  equity  for  the  benefit  of  a  lunatic 
must  be  brought  in  his  own  name.^^ 

fi  502.  Necessary  averment.  A  complaint  against  the  guar- 
dian of  an  habitual  drunkard  must  state  with  particularity  the 

•  Petrle  v.  Shoemaker,  24  Wend.  85.  For  history  of  the  Judicial 
custody  of  lunatics,  see  Brown*s  Case,  1  Abb.  Pr.  108;  S.  C,  4 
Duer,  613.  The  guardian  of  an  Incompetent  person  Is  neither  a 
necessary  or  a  proper  party  to  an  action  upon,  a  note  and  mortgage 
assigned  by  the  incompetent  person  to  the  plaintiff.  Redmond  v. 
Peterson.  102  Gal.  595;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  204.  Insufficient  allegation 
of  want  of  understanding.      See  More  v.  Calkins,  85  Cal.  177. 

7  Matter  of  Heller,  3  Paige,  199;  Brasher  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  242;  WiUiams  v.  Estate  of  Cameron,  26  Barb.  172. 

8  In  re  Helle,  3  Paige  Ch.  190;  Clarke  v.  Dunham,  4  Ben.  262;  In  re 
Hopper,  5  Paige  Ch.  489:  Robertson  v.  Lain,  9  Wend.  649. 

»XIblo  V.  Harrison,  9  Borw.  668. 

lOMcKlUip  V.  McKUlip,  8  Barb.  552;  Lane  v.  Schermerhom,  1 
Hill.  97;  Petrie  v.  Shoemaker.  24  Wend.  85:  Davis  v.  Carpenter, 
12  How.  Pr.  287;  Re  McLaughlin,  Clairke'  Ch-  113. 
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court  and   authority  by  which   the  debtor  was    declared  an 
habitual  drunkard.^* 

S  503.  Personal  actfons.  And  there  is  no  distinction  between 
actions  concerning  his  realty  and  those  relating  to  his  personal 
estate,  since  all  actions  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
lunatic.  ^^  In  Alabama,  a  person  may  sue  an  adult  lunatic  for 
necessaries  furnished  him,  and  is  entitled  to  proceed  in  the 
case  upon  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  for  the  defendant^ 
although  there  is  no  guardian  ad  Htem.^^ 

11  Hall  V.  Taylor,  8  How.  Pr.  428. 

13  Lane  v.   Schermerhom,   1   HIH,  97;   McKlllip  v.   McKilUp,   S 
Barb.  652. 
^^Ex  parti  Northlngton,  37  Ala.  4D6;  79  Am.  Dec.  67. 


CHAPTEB  Vni. 

PABTNSBS. 

I  W4»  Title  and  comnLencemept  of  complaint  by  partner*. 

Form  No.  J04,  . 

[Title.] 


B.  F.  and  O.  H.,  Partners,  under 
the  firm  mime  of  **  A.  B.  &  Co.," 
Plaintiffs* 

against 

E.  F.  and  O.  H.,  Partners,  under 
the  firm  name  of  *'  B.  F.  &  Co.," 
Defendants. 


A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  above-entitled  action, 
complain  of  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  partners,  under  the  firm  name  of 
"E.  F.  &  Co./' and  allege: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  606.  Actions  between  partners.  As  a  general  rule,  no  ac- 
tion  at  law  can  be  maintained  between  partners,  pending  the 
relation  as  such,^  although  a  stipulation  by  one,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  others,  may  be  enforced  by  them  or  their  trustees,  as 
against  a  limited  partner.*  They  can  not  sue  one  another  for 
any  of  the  business  or  undertakings  of  the  firm.*  They  can 
only  ask  for  a  dissolution  and  an  accounting.  One  partner  can 
not  sustain  an  action  against  his  copartner  for  the  delivery  of 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  copartnership.*    But  one 

1  Konlngsburgr  v.  Launltz,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  215;  Sweet  v.  Morrison, 
108  N.  Y.  235;  Hoff  y.  Rogera,  67  Miss.  208;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  301. 

3  Robinson  y.  Mcintosh,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  221. 

»  Buckley  y.  Carlisle.  2  Oal.  420;  Stone  y.  Fouse,  3  Id.  292;  Barn- 
stead  T.  Empire  Min.  Co.,  5  id.  300;  Koningsburg  y.  Launitz,  1 
E.  D.  iSmlth,  215;  but  see  Robinson  y.  Mcintosh,  8  Id.  221. 

4  Buckley  ▼.  Carlisle,  2  Cal.  420. 
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partner  may  sue  his  copartner  on  a  note.*^  Or  one  partner  maj 
sue  another  at  law  for  damages  caused  by  a  premature  dissolu- 
tion on  breach  of  copartnership  articles^^  and  after  division  of 
a  specific  fund  he  may  sue  for  his  allotted  portion.^  Sp,  one 
partnership  firm  may  sue  another^  having  a  mutual  partner,  for 
an  ascertained  balance/  and  such  mutual  partner  may  elect 
whether  to  be  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  the  action. 

S  506.  Authority  of  partner.  In  California  a  partner  can 
not  make  an  assignment  of  the  partnership  property  to  a  cred- 
itor, or  in  trust  for  creditors,  nor  dispose  of  the  good-will  of  the 
business,  nor  dispose  of  the  whole  of  the  partnership  property 
at  once,  unless  it  consists  entirely  of  merchandise,  nor  do  any 
act  which  would  make  it  impossible  to  carry  on  the  ordinary 
business  of  the  partnership,  nor  confess  a  judgment,  nor  sub- 
mit a  partnership  claim  to  arbitration,  unless  his  copartners 
have  wholly  abandoned  the  business  to  him,  or  are  incapable 
of  acting.^  Nor  can  one  member  of  a  partnership  bind  his  co- 
partner by  a  promissoi^r  note  for  a  partnership  demand,  made 
after  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.*^ 

i  507.  Arbitration.  In  Vermont  it  was  held  that  a  partner 
has  not  authority,  as  such,  to  submit  partnership  matters  to 
arbitration,  so  as  to  make  the  award  binding  on  the  firm.**  A 
partner  may  submit  his  own  interest  in  the  firm  to  reference, 
but  he  can  not  thereby  bind  the  other  partners.** 

§  508.  Individual  interest.  The  interest  of  a  copartnership 
can  not  be  given  in  evidence  on  an  averment  of  individual 
interest ;  nor  an  averment  of  copartnership  interest  be  supported 
by  a  special  individual  contract.*' 

0  Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  8  Cranch.  30;  and  see  Bull  v.  Ooe,  77  Cal. 
M:  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  235;  Bank  of  British  N.  A.  v.  Delafleld.  126  N.  Y. 
410. 

6  Barley  v.  Smith,  10  N.  Y.  489;  61  Am.  Dec.  756. 

7  Crosby  v.  Nichols,  3  Bosw.  450;  Ross  v.  Cornell,     45  Gal.  133. 
^  Cole  V.  Reynolds.  18  N.  Y.  74. 

•  CiTll  Code.  §  2430;  see  Corrie  v.  Commercial  Co.,  90  Cal.  84; 
Qulnn  V.  Quinn,  81  Id.  14. 

10  Curry  v.  White,  51  Cal.  530;  see,  also,  Stokes  v.  Stevens,  40 
Id.  391. 

n  Martin  v.  Thrasher,  40  Vt.  460. 

i2Karthau8  v.  Ferrer,  1  Pet.  222;  see.  also,  Lyle  v.  Rodgers,  5 
TVheat.  394. 

IS  Graves  v.  Boston  Mar.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Cranch,  215. 
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S  509.  Joint  assumpsit.  Where  suit  is  brought  on  a  part- 
nership transaction^  the  complaint  stating  a  contract  with  the 
partner  sued,  evidence  may  be  given  of  a  joint  assumpsit.^^ 

I  510.  Jodgmeiit  against  partners  —  service  on  one.  A  part- 
nership consisting  of  several  persons  must  sue  or  be  sued  by 
their  names  at  length,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  firm.^'^ 
Such  is  the  common-law  rule;  but,  "when  two  or  more  per- 
sons, associated  in  any  business,  transact  such  business  under 
a  common  name,  whether  it  comprises  the  names  of  such  per- 
sons or  not,  the  associates  may  be  sued  by  such  common  name, 
the  summons  in  such  cases  being  served  on  one  or  more  of  the 
associates;  and  the  judgment  in  the  action  shall  bind  the  joint 
property  of  all  the  associates,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  all  had 
been  named  defendants  and  had  been  sued  upon  their  joint 
liability,"  is  the  form  of  a  provision  found  in  the  California 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.*®  Similar  provisions  exist  in  the 
Codes  or  statutes  of  many  of  the  states.  The  Supreme  Coui-t 
of  the  United  States  has  refused  to  give  a  judgment  thus  ob- 
tained against  a  partner  not  served  with  process  any  extra-ter- 
ritorial force,  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  was  obtained 
without  due  process  of  law.*^  In  several  states  the  validity  of 
such  a  judgment  has  been  either  tacitly  assented  to,  or  expressly 
upheld  by  the  courts.*®  In  California,  the  earlier  cases  upheld 
the  constitutionality  of  such  a  judgment,**  but  this  position 
has  been  since  receded  from,  and  such  judgments,  at  least  as 
against  the  partner  not  served,  are  considered  void.^ 

14  Barry  v.  Foyles,  1  Pet  (IT.  S.)  311. 

IB  Bentley  v.  Smith,  3  Cal.  170;  see  §  308,  ante. 

i«  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  S  388. 

17  Mason  v.  Eldred,  6  Wall.  239;  Public  Works  v.  Columbia 
College,  17  Id.  527;  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum,  11  How.  165;  Phelps  v. 
Brewer,  9  Cush.  390;  57  Am.  Dec.  56;  HaU  v.  Lanning,  91  U.  S.  160. 

15  Johnson  v.  Ix^uirh,  22  Minn.  203;  Lahoy  v.  Kingon,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
192;  Harper  v.  Brink,  24  N.  J.  L.  333;  Martin  v.  Rising,  2  Pac. 
O.  L.  J.  56;  Gulmond  v.  Nast  44  Tex.  114:  KIdd  v.  Brown,  2  How. 
Pr-  20;  Whltmore  v.  Shiverick,  3  Nev.  288. 

19  Welsh  V.  KIrkpatrick.  30  Oal.  203:  89  Am.  Dec.  85. 

20  Tay  V.  Hawley,  39  Cal.  95.  In  this  case  the  court,  per  Rhodes, 
J.,  said:  "The  statute  provides  that  the  'joint  property'  of  all 
the  defendants  may  be  taken  In  execution  for  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Judgment;  but  none  of  the  cases  In  this  court  defines  such 
joint  property.  ♦  ♦  ♦  In  Mason  v.  Denison,  15  Wend.  64.  It 
is  said  that  the  terra  applies  to  the  property  which  one  defendant 
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i  511.  Liability  of  partners.      The  whole  of  the  partners  are 
liable  on  a  warranty  by  one  of  the  members,  on  sale  of  firm 

might  apply  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  without  consulting 
his  cocontractor.  Accepting  the  restriction  indicated  in  that  case, 
or  even  limiting  the  meaning  of  *  joint  property*  to  partnership 
property  of  the  persons  alleged  to  be  joint  debtors,  we  are  utterly 
unable  to  see  how  a  judgment  that  is  to  be  enforced  against  the 
interest  in  such  property  of  a  person  who  has  not  been  served 
with  process,  and  has  not  appeared,  can  be  maintained.  It  is  a 
cardinal  principle  of  jurisprudence  that  a  judgment  shall  not  bind 
or  conclude  a  man,  either  in  respect  to  his  person  or  property,  unless 
he  has  had  his  day  in  court.  No  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  says  the  Constitution; 
but  this  principle  is  ^Ider  than  written  constitutions,  and  without 
invoking  the  constitutional  declaration,  every  person  may,  as  a 
matter  of  common  right,  insist  that  he  be  heard  in  his  own 
defense  before  judgment  passes  which  binds,  charges,  or  injuriously 
affects  his  person  or  estate.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  judg- 
ment affects  only  the  joint  property  of  the  defendants -- property 
that  either  of  the  debtors  might  apply  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
common  debt  — for  that  assumes  that  the  defendants  are  joint 
debtors,  and  that  may  be  to  the  defendant  who  is  not  served  the 
vital  point  of  the  controversy.  He  may  be  ready  to  admit  every 
allegation  of  the  complaint,  except  that  he  is  a  party  to  the  con- 
tract; or  he  may  even  admit  the  ccHitract,  and  yet  be  ready,  if  an 
opportunity  were  presented,  to  make  a  successful  defense  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  failure  of  consideration,  payment,  accord  and 
satisfaction,  etc.  The  defendant  who  is  served  may  be  ignorant 
of  the  defenses  upon  which  his  codefendants  would  rely,  or  he 
may,  either  negligently  or  purposely,  omit  to  present  them. 
And  whatever  his  answer  may  be,  he  only  answers  for  himself: 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  regulating  the  acquisition  or 
disposition  of  joint  property,  which  confers  upon  one  joint  owner 
the  right  to  defend  actions  for  his  fellows.  Unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  such  property  Is  under  the  ban  of  the  laiv,  a  judgment  which 
subjects  to  execution  the  interest  of  a  person  who  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard  in  the  action,  can  not  be  upheld  without  violating 
principles  which  lie  at  the  base  of  all  judicial  proceedings.'*  In 
the  latter  part  of  this  opinion  the  judge  stated  that  "  the  provisions 
of  the  Code,  which  provide  for  summoning  a  defendant  who  had 
not  originally  l)een  served,  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be 
bound  by  the  judgment,  furnish  the  exclusive  mode  by  which  h<^ 
can  be  bound  by  the  judgment,  and  such  provisions  necessarily 
imply  that  he  is  not  already  bound."  In  an  action  against  co- 
partners on  a  partnership  obligation,  where  the  names  of  all  the 
individuals  composing  the  firm  are  set  forth  both  in  the  caption 
and  the  body  of  the  complaint  and  summons*  with  the  addition  that 
they  are  doing  business  under  a  firm  name,  judgment  can  not 
be  rendered  under  section   388  of  the  Code  of  Civil   Procedure 
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property.^*  One  partner  is  liable  to  third  parties  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  negligence  of  another.^  All  are  liable  for  the 
fraud  of  one.^ 

f  512.  Partnership,  what  constitutes.  Actual  intention  is 
necessary  to  constitute  a  partnership  inter  se.  There  must  be 
a  joint  undertaking  to  share  in  the  profit  and  loss.  Each  party 
must,  by  the  agreement,  in  some  way  participate  in  the  losses 
as  well  as  the  profits.^*  An  agreement  to  divide  the  gross 
earnings  does  not  constitute  the  parties  to  it  partners.^  A 
partnership  may  exist  as  to  third  persons,  when  there  is  no 
partnership  as  between  the  persons  thus  liable.^ 

I  513.  Partnership  property.  The  plaintiff  must  recover  on 
the  allegations  in  his  complaint,  if  at  all,  and  if  the  complaint 
fails  to  aver  that  the  property  was  partnership  property,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  should  not  find  that  fact.^ 

f  514.  Special  partner.  In  California,  the  general  partners 
may  sue  and  be  sued  alone,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  were 
110  special  partners.* 

against  those  defendants  who  have  not  been  served  with  process 
and  have  not  appeared,  but  a  judgment  entered  In  such  action 
against  those  who  have  been  served  will  not  be  vitiated  as  to  them 
because  the  other  defendants  are  included  therein.  Davidson  v. 
Knox,  67  Oal.  143. 

21  Sweet  V.  Bradley,  24  Barb.  549. 

22  Cotter  V.  Bettner,  1  Bosw.  490;  and  see  Tuclter  v.  Cole,  54  Wis. 
538;  Hess  v.  Lowry,  122  Ind.  225;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  355. 

28  Getty  V.  DevUn,  54  N.  Y.  403. 

24  2  Kent's  Com.  23-28;  Hazard  v.  Hazard,  1  Story,  373;  Denny 
V.  Capot,  6  Met.  82;  Muzzy  v.  Whitney,  10  Johns.  228;  Champion  v. 
Bostwick,  18  Wend.  181;  Smith  v.  Moynihan,  44  Cal.  53;  Wheeler 
V.  Farmer,  38  id.  203;  see  Sindclare  v.  Walker,  137  111.  43;  31  Am.  St. 
Rep.  353;  Jones  v.  Call,  93  N.  O.  170. 

25  PatUson  V.  Blanchard,  6  N.  Y.  191;  Story  on  Part.,  |  34,  and 
cases  cited  in  note  3;  Wheeler  v.  Farmer,  supra- 

26  See  Ontario  Bank  v.  Hennessey,  48  N.  Y.  545;  Manhattan  Brass 
A  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Sears,  45  id.  797;  6  Am.  Rep.  177;  McStea  v.  Mat- 
thews, 50  N.  Y.  166. 

27  Sterling  v.  Hanson.  1  Oal.  480.  Allegation  as  to  partnership 
in  lands.    See  Bates  v.  Babcock,  95  Cal.  479;  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  133. 

28  Civil  Code,  §  2492. 
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f  515.  Suit  for  dissolution  and  accounting. 

Form  No.  loy 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complaaiiB  of  the  defendant^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18. ., 

the  plaintiff  and  defendant^  at ^  entered  into  and 

formed  a  copartnership  for  the  purpose  of   [state  nature  of 

business])  under  the  firm  name  and  style  of ,  and 

that  they  thereafter  entered  upon  and  continued  to  transact 
such  copartnership  business  under  their  firm  name. 

II.  That  since  the  commencement  of  said  copartnership,  the 
defendant  has  wrongfully,  and  without  the  assent  of  the  plain- 
tiif,  applied  some  of  the  money  or  receipts  and  profits  of  their 
said  business  to  his  own  use,  and  by  reason  thereof  has  become 
indebted  to  said  copartnership,  and  impeded  and  injured  the 
business  thereof. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  has  repeatedly  requested  the  defend- 
ant to  pay  said  copartnership  the  money  so  received  by  him 
and  misappropriated  as  aforesaid,  or  to  account  to  said  firm 
therefor,  but  that  the  defendant  has  heretofore  neglected  and 
refused,  and  still  does  neglect  and  refuse,  so  to  account,  and 
has  threatened  to  continue  to  collect  the  copartnership  debts 
and  appropriate  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays: 

I.  That  said  copartnership  may  be  dissolved,  and  an  account- 
ing taken  of  all  the  dealings  and  transactions  thereof. 

II.  That  the  property  of  the  firm  be  sold,  and  the  firm's 
debts  and  liabilities  be  paid  off,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  divided 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  according  to  their  respect- 
ive interests,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  may  be  just,  together 
with  the  costs  of  this  suit.^ 

29  A  plaintiff,  who  bases  his  right  to  an  accounting  upon  an  al- 
legation of  a  partnership  between  himself  and  the  defendant,  is 
not  entitled  to  such  relief  upon  the  mere  proof  of  a  tenancy  in 
common.  Noonan  v.  Nunan,  76  Oal.  44.  Insufficient  complaint  in 
an  action  for  an  accounting  and  settlement  of  a  partnership.  See 
Cuyamaca  Granite  Oa  v.  Paving  Co.,  95  Cal.  252w  Action  for  an 
accounting  and  dissolution  of  a  partnership.  Consult  Wnlff  ▼. 
Superior  Ct.,  110  Cal.  215;  Bowe  v.  Simmons,  113  id.  688.  Action 
to  dissolve  partnership  l)etween  corporations.  See  Loftus  v.  Fischer^ 
114  Cal.  131.  An  action  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  can  only 
be  brought  at  the  instance  of  a  partner.  Behlow  v.  Fischer,  102 
GaL  208. 
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I  516.  For  accounting  lafter  diMolution. 

Form  No,  io6. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  formation  and  purposes  of  partnership  as  in  pre> 
ceding  form.] 

II.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18. .,  by  the 

mutual  consent  of  said  partners^  the  said  firm  was  dissolved. 

III.  That  at  such  time  the  defendant  promised  and  agrecMl 
with  the  plaintiff  to  account  for  and  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff 
his  proportionate  share  of  all  moneys  which  had  been  previously 
collected  by  the  defendant^  on  account  of  said  firm^  and  also 
to  collect  the  debts  due  said  firm,  and  render,  from  time  to 
time,  to  the  plaintiff,  on  demand,  full  statements  of  the  debts 
aue  to  said  firm,  and  the  payments  made  on  account  thereof, 
and  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  his  full  share  of  the  assets  of 
said  firm. 

TV.  That  prior  to  and  since  the  dissolution  of  said  firm  the 
defendant  has  collected  large  sums  of  money,  amounting  to 

the  sum  of dollars,  more  or  less,  on  account  of  the 

debts  due  to  said  firm,  and  has  applied  the  same,  and  the  whole 
thereof,  to  his  own  use,  and  has  neglected  and  refused,  and 
still  does  neglect  and  refuse,  to  account  with  and  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  his  proportionate  share  of  the  assets  of  said  firm,  so 
collected  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  although  often  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do. 

[Demand  for  relief  as  in  preceding  form,  omitting  prayer 
for  dissolution.] 

I  517.  Against  partnen—  averring  partnfimhip. 

Form  No.  107. 

[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 

John  Doe,  Plairtiff,  | 

against  L 

A.  B.  and  O.  D.,  Defendants.       | 

J 

The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendants,  and  alleges: 
T.  That  at  the  time  hereafter  mentioned,  the  defendants  were 
copartners,  and  doing  business  as  merchants  or  traders  [or 

otherwise]  at  the  city  of ,  under  the  firm  name 

of  A.  B.  &  Co. 

U.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Jxtdgmbnt.] 
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§  518.  Allegation  of  partnership.  The  same  allegation  will 
do  where  the  plaintiffs  are  partners,  substituting  the  word 
*' plaintiffs "  for  "defendants."  Where  the  partnership  is  a 
material  fact,  it  should  be  alleged.^  A  distinct  averment  of 
partnership  between  the  plaintiffs  is  only  necessary  when  the 
right  of  action  depends  upon  the  partnership.^^  When  a  joint 
ownership  or  joint  contract  will  enable  them  to  recover,  it  is 
no  objection  to  their  complaint  that  their  partnership  is  not 
pleaded.^^  Correct  pleading  requires  that  parties  intending  to 
i-ue  as  partners  should  allege  the  fact  of  their  copartnership 
iu  the  body  of  the  pleading.^  And  a  showing  in  the  caption 
of  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiffs  are  partners  is  not  indis- 
pensable, if  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  it  be  specially  averred 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  in  fact  partners,  and  it  appears  from  the 
facts  alleged  that  the  obligation  sued  on  was  created  in  favor 
of  the  partnership.**  So,  an  allegation  of  partnership  is  only 
necessary  when  the  caxise  of  action  depends  on  its  existence, 
and  where  an  action  on  an  implied  contract  for  goods  furnished 
by  a  firm  is  brought  in  the  name  of  the  partners,  and  it  is 
alleged'  that  they  jointly  furnished  the  goods,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  partnership.**  A  complaint  in  an  action 
against  a  firm,  which  alleges  a  distinct  and  independent  in- 
debtedness against  each  member  thereof,  does  not  state  a  cause 
of  action.**  But  where  the  complaint  in  an  action  on  a  promis- 
sory note,  after  alleging  that  the  defendants  at  all  the  times 
therein  mentioned  were  partners,  averred  that  '^thie  said  de- 
fendants, copartners  as  aforesaid/'  executed  the  notes  in  qnes- 

■ 

30  See  Parties,  ante. 
.     31  l^per  V.  Welch,  3  Duer,  644;  and  see  Oechs  v.  €kx>k,  Id.  161. 

32  For  a  sufficient  though  iDformal  averment  of  partnership,  see 
Anable  v.  Oonklln,  25  N.  T.  470;  Anable  v.  Steam  Engine  Co., 
16  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

83  Fryer  v.  Breeze,  16  Ool.  323.  Sufficient  averment  of  partner- 
ship.   See  Pfister  v.  Wade,  69  Cal.  133. 

34  Wise  V.  Williams,  72  Cal.  544;  and  see  Re  Ramazzlna,  111  Id. 
488. 

35  Clark  V.  Wick,  25  Oreg.  446;  and  see  Lee  v.  Orr,  70  Cal.  308; 
Wood  V.  Flthlan,  24  N.  J.  L.  33.  Under  section  8  of  the  California 
Insolvent  Act  of  1880,  a  petition  in  involuntary  insolvency  describ- 
ing the  petitioning  creditors  as  firms  or  copartnerships  is  sufficient, 
although  the  names  of  the  persons  comprising  the  firms  are  not 
given.    Matter  of  RusseU.  70  Cal.  132. 

86  Faust  V.  Smith,  3  Col.  App.  505. 
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tion,  this  was  held  a  sufficient  averment  that  the  notes  were 
executed  by  the  defendants  as  copartners.*^  An  objection  to  a 
complaint  against  copartners^  that  the  names  of  the  defendants 
and  the  allegation  of  partnership  do  not  appear  in  the  body 
of  the  complaint,  is  not  well  taken  where  the  same  matters 
are  fully  stated  in  the  caption.*^ 

f  519.  Bormant  partner.  At  common  law  a  dormant  part- 
ner need  not,  and  ought  not  to  be  joined  in  a  suit  by  the  firm.^ 
8o  if  a  dormant  partner  be  unknown  in  the  contract  of  a  lease, 
it  was  held  that  he  need  not  be  joined  ae  defendant.^  They 
have  the  right,  but  are  not  bound,  to  sue  all  under  such  cir- 
<;am8tances.**  Where  the  name  of  a  dormant  partner  was 
fraudulently  concealed,  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  levy  on 
I)artnership  property  was  set  aside.** 

I  580.  By  a  surviving  partner. 

Farm  JVo.  Jo8. 

[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 


John  Doe,  Plaintiff, 

against 

Richard  Roe,  Defendant. 


The  plaintiflP  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  and 
one  C.  D.  were  partners,  doing  business  as  merchants  or  traders 

[or  otherwise]  at  the  city ,  under  the  firm  name 

of  "  John  Doe  &  Co/' 

TI.  [Statement  of  cause  of  action.] 

87  Alpers  V.  Schammel,  75  Cal.  500. 
wPlerson  v.  Fuhrmann,  1  Ool.  App.  187. 

39  Leveck  v.  Shaftoe,  2  Bap.  468;  7  T.  R.  361;  Lloyd  v.  Archbowle, 
2  Taunt.  321;  1  Chit.  PI.  9;  Clarkson  t.  Carter,  3  Cow.  84;  Clark  v. 
Miller.  4  Wend.  628:  X.  Y.  Drj'  Dock  Co.  v.  Tread  well.  19  Wend. 
525.  But  the  rule  would  appear  to  be  otherwise  under  the  Code 
of  New  York.  See  Secor  v.  Keller,  4  Duer,  416;  and  compare 
Belshaw  v.  CoUe.  1  E.  D.  Smith,  213. 

40  Hurlbiit  V.  Post,  1  Bosw.  28. 

41  Brown  v.  Birdsall.  29  Barb.  549. 

42  Van  Valen  v.  Russell,  13  Barb.  590. 

Vol.  1—49 
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III.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  said  C.  D.  died,  leaving  the  plaintiff  the  sole 

feurvivor  of  the  said  firm.** 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  591.  Duties  of  Burviving  partner.  The  Burviving  partner 
is  to  wind  up  the  aflfairs  of  the  partnership,  and  pay  its  debte 
out  of  the  assets,  if  suflficient,  and  divide  the  residue,  if  any, 
among  those  entitled  to  it.**  And  a  claim  of  the  surviving 
partner  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner  is  contingent 
and  does  not  become  absolute  till  the  paitnerBhip  affairs  are 
settled. 

S  522.  Partnership  debt.  An  action  at  law  does  not  lie 
against  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  partner.  It 
must  be  brought  against  the  survivor.*^  So,  when  one  of  two 
joint  covenantors  dies.** 

§  528.  Promise^  how  stated.  In  an  action  for  a  debt  which 
accrued  to  the  partnership  before  the  death  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers, that  fact,  the  death  of  the  member,  and  survivorship  must 

48  This  form  is  necessary  only  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued 
to  the  partnership. 

44G1ea8(m  v.  White,  34  Oal.  258.  A  surviving  partner  has 
power,  under  section  2461  of  the  California  OlvU  Oode,  to  prosecute 
a  claim  for  unliquidated  damages  In  favor  of  the  partnership,  and, 
under  section  1585  of  the  same  Code,  has  power  to  settle  the 
business  of  the  partnership,  which  Includes  everything  that  may 
be  necessary  to  wind  up  Its  affalra  Berson  v.  Ewlng,  84  Cal.  89. 
He  is  entitled  to  sue  in  his  representative  capacity  for  the  amount 
due  the  partnership,  and  in  his  own  name  for  the  amount  due  to 
himself  Individually.  The  respective  demands  may  be  united  in 
the  same  action,  but  should  be  separately  stated.  QulUen  v.  Arnold^ 
12  Nev.  234.  The  surviving  partner  is  a  proper  but  not  indis- 
pensable party  to  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  made  by  a 
deceased  partner  of  his  individual  property  to  secure  the  firm 
indebtedness.  London,  etc..  Bank  v.  Smith,  101  Oal.  415.  The 
heirs  of  a  deceased  person  are  not  the  proper  parties  to  maintain 
an  action  for  an  accounting  and  settlement  of  a  partnership  between 
the  decedent  and  a  surviving  partner  or  his  representatives,  and 
they  have  no  legal  capacity  to  do  so.  The  surviving  partner  must 
account  with  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased  partner^ 
Robertson  v.  Burrell,  110  Cal.  568. 

«  Grant  v.  Shurter,  1  Wend.  148. 

4«  Gere  v.  Clark,  6  Hill,  350. 
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be  alleged^  unless  there  has  been  an  accounting  with  the  sur- 
vivor.*'' 

I  524.  Bight  of  posaeMion.  A  surviving  partner  has  the  ex- 
clusive right  of  possession^  and  the  absolute  power  of  disposi- 
tion of  the  assets  of  the  partnership.*® 

S  625.  Services.  He  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  his  services 
in  merely  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  concern.**  But  if  he 
expends  his  time  and  labor  in  the  care  and  management  of  the 
partnership  property,  by  which  its  value  is  enhanced^  he  should 
receive  compensation  for  the  same. 

I  526.  Burvivor,  liabilities  of.  The  survivor  of  a  partner- 
ship may  be  charged  on  a  debt  of  the  firm,  contracted  before 
the  death  of  the  other,  and  without  averring  the  partnership, 
death,  etc.^  And  the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
partner  can  not  be  joined  with  him,  unless  the  survivor  be 
insolvent."  Where,  after  the  death  of  one  partner,  on  account 
stated  between  defendant  and  the  copartnership,  admitting  bal- 
anrc  due  for  goods  sold  in  the  lifetime  of  deceased,  the  sur- 
Tivor  may  recover  it  on  insintul  computassentj  without  averring 
the  death  of  the  other  partner.*^^ 

47  Holmes  v.  De  Oamp,  1  Johns.  36;  Tom  v.  Goodrich,  2  Id. 
218. 

48  AUen  V.  Hill,  16  Oal.  113;  see  Oal.  Oode  Olv.  Pro.,  I  1585. 
«  Griggs  V.  Clark,  23  Cal.  427. 

coGoelet  v.  McKinstry,  1  Johns.  Gas.  406;  compare  Holmes  v. 
De  Camp,  1  Johns.  34. 

siVoorhis*  Ex'rs  v.  Child,  17  N.  T.  354;  Moorehouse  v.  Ballou, 
16  Barb.  289;  Higgins  v.  Freeman,  2  Duer,  650. 

A3  Holmes  v.  De  Camp,  1  Johns.  34;  3  Am.  Dec.  203. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

PUBLIC  OFFICEBS. 

I  697«  By  or  agalxuit  public  ofioers. 

Form  No.  109, 

[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 


1 


A.  B.,  CkMnptroUer  of  the  State  of 
Oalifornia,  Plaintiff,  i 

against  « 

O.  D.,   Defendant 


The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  [comptroller  of  the  state  of  California] . 

n.  [State  the  cause  of  action,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  528.  Actions  against  officers.  That  in  an  action  against  the 
collector  of  the  customs  for  refusing  a  clearance,  a  count  stat- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  laden  with 
a  cargo  of  a  certain  value,  the  allegation  is  sufficient  as  respects 
ownership  of  the  cargo.* 

%  529.  Acts  of  deputy.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for 
wrongful  acts  of  deputy,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  complaint 
should  allege  that  he  is  sheriff,  nor  the  acts  complained  of  were 
committed  by  his  deputy.^  The  act  of  the  deputy  should  be 
alleged  as  that  of  the  sheriff.* 

§  530.  Official  character  must  be  averred.  The  official  char- 
acter must  be  averred  in  the  body  of  the  complaint.*    A  very 

1  See  Bas  v.  Steele.  3  Wash.  C.  C.  381. 

2  Poinsett  V.  Taylor.  6  CaL  78;  Curtlss  v.  Fay,  37  Barb.  64; 
see  Grelg  v.  Clement,  20  Col.  167;  §  305,  ante. 

3  People  V.  Ten  Eyck,  13  Wend.  448;  Hirsch  v.  Rand,  39  Cal.  318; 
Campbell  v.  Phelps,  17  Mass.  246. 

4  Oompare  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb.  185.  with  Smith  v.  Leyinus, 
8  N.  Y.  472;  Oj?densburj?h  Ban  kv.  Van  Rensselaer,  6  Hill,  240; 
Delafleld  v.  Kinney,  24  Wend.  345;  Fowler  v.  Westervelt,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  59:  40  Barb.  374. 
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short  averment,  if  clear  in  its  terms,  is  sufficient;**  though  a 
special  authority  must  be  averred  with  fullness  sufficient  to 
make  it  clearly  apparent.®  But  a  sheriff  suing  as  such,  need 
not  state  in  his  complaint  how  he  acquired  his  office.  It  is 
enough  to  show  that  he  is  sheriff  in  fact  J 

S  531.  Official  capacity,  how  averred.  That  '^the  plaintiff 
is  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,"  is  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  of  his  official  character.*  Where  the  title  gives 
the  names  of  the  pbnntiffs  with  the  description  "  commissioners 
of  highways/'  and  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  it  is  averred 
''that  the  plaintiffs,  commissioners  of  highways,  complain,^' 
the  character  in  which  they  complain  is  sufficiently  indicated.* 

S  532.  Title.  A  party  suing  as  a  public  officer  should  sue 
in  his  own  name,  with  the  addition  of  his  name  of  office.**^  For 
the  words  in  brackets  in  the  above  form  any  others  may  be  sub- 
stituted which  will  properly  designate  the  title  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  officer. 

I  533.  By  flheriif  suing  in  aid  of  attachment. 

Form  No.  no. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  the  sheriff  of  the  [city  and]  county  of  .  • , 

duly  elected,  qualified,  and  acting  as  such. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  a  war- 
rant of  attachment  was  issued  out  of  this  couri;,  and  to  him 
directed  and  delivered,  as  such  sheriff,  in  an  action  a^inst 
A.  B.,  whereby  he  was  directed  to  attach  and  keep  all  tho  prop- 
erty of  said  A.  B.  in  his  county. 

c  Smith  V.  LevlnuB,  8  N.  Y.  472;  Root  v.  Price,  22  How.  Pn  872; 
Hallett  V.  narrower,  33  Barb.  537. 

•  Id. 

7  Kelly  V.  Breusing,  33  Barb.  123;  affirming  S.  C.^  32  Id.  601. 
An  averment  that  a  certain  person  acted  as  under-sheriff^  without 
allegation  that  he  wrongfully  acted  as  such,  implies  that  he  was 
under-sheriff  de  jure  as  well  as  de  facto-    People  v.  Otto,  77  Gal.  4ft. 

s  Kelly  V.  Breusing,  82  Barb.  001;  affirmed  in  83  id.  123. 

•  Fowler  v.  Westervelt,  40  Barb.  374. 

10  Paige  V.  Fazackerly,  36  Barb.  392;  Tmsteea  Fire  Department 
of  Brooklyn  v.  Acker,  26  How.  Pr.  268;  Fowler  y.  Westervelt,  40 
Barb.  884;  17  Abb.  Pr.  58. 
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III.  That  the  defendant  then  had  in  his  posseseion 

dollars  belonging  to  A.  B.  [or  was  indebted  to  the  said  A.  B. 

in  the  sum  of dollars].  w 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the     • 

plaintiff  made  due  service  of  said  warrant  by  delivering  to  and     i 
leaving  with  said  defendant  a  copy  thereof,  with  a  notice  show- 
ing the  property  levied  on;  whereupon  the  plaintiflE  became  en- 
titled to  receive  from  the  defendant,  and  he  became  answerable 

to  the  plaintiff  for  said  dollars,  which  the  de- 
fendant refuses  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  account  to 
him  therefor;  to  his  damage dollars.** 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  534.  Bight  of  action.  The  sheriff  who  levies  an  attach- 
ment has  not  the  right  of  property  in  the  debt,  and  can  not 
maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  for  the  recovery  thereof.*^ 
An  indemnity  bond  to  the  sheriff  to  retain  property  seised 
under  attachment,  is  an  instrument  necessary  to  carry  the  power 
to  sue  into  effect.** 

S  535.  Against  aherilf,  for  not  executing  prooeis. 

Form  No.  iii. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Sacra- 
mento, in  this  state. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ......; ,  18. .,  at 

,  judgment  was  duly  given  and  made  in  an  action 

in  the  court,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  against 

one  E.  F.,  for  [one  thousand]  dollars. 

in.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  an 

execution  against  the  property  of  the*  said  E.  P.  was  issued  upon 
the  said  judgment,  and  directed  and  then  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant as  sheriff  aforesaid. 

11  This  form,  with  slight  chaiucfis  from  Abbott's  excellent  work 
on  forme,  ie  not  applicable  under  the  Oalifomia  statute;  but  being 
an  approved  form  under  the  statute  of  the  state  of  New  York,  is 
deemed  of  value  hera  See  Kelly  v.  Breuslng,  33  Barb.  123;  affirtn- 
in?  S.  O..  32  id.  601. 

12  Sublette  v.  Melhado,  1  Oal.  105. 
18  Davidson  v.  Dallas,  8  OaL  227. 
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IV.  Tliat  on  that  day  the  said  E.  F.  had  [a  large  quantity 

of  general  merehandisej  in  his  store.  No First 

street,  San  Francisco,  and  owned  the  said  store  and  lot  [or  as 

the  case  may  be],  in  the  said  county,  out  of  which  the  said 
execution  might  have  been  satisfied,  of  which  the  defendant 
had  notice. 

V.  That  he  refused  and  neglected  to  make  a  levy  under  or 
by  virtue  of  said  execution,  upon  said  property,  or  any  part 
thereof  [or  as  the  case  may  be;  and  if  he  levies  a  part,  specify 
it],  as  by  said  execution  he  was  required  to  do,  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  53d.  Arrest,  neglecting  to  execute  order  of.  That  before 
the  return  of  said  order,  to-wit,  on,  etc.,  notice  was  given  to 
the  defendant  that  said  E.  F.  was  within  the  said  county,  and 
that  the  defendant  there  had  said  E.  F.  in  his  view  and  presence, 
so  that  if  the  defendant  had  desired  so  to  do  he  could  have 
arrested  the  said  E.  F.,  by  virtue  of  said  order;  but  the  defend- 
ant, disregnrding  his  duty,  did  not  arrest  the  said  E.  F.,  and 
willfully  neglected  the  execution  of  said  order,  is  sufficient.^* 

I  587.  Averment  of  official  capacity.  That  defendant  was 
sheriff,  or  acted  as  such,  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  capacity.'* 
If  the  object  of  the  suit  is  to  establish  a  personal  and  not  an 
official  liability,  for  which  the  sheriff  could  be  sued  while  he 
is  out  of  office,  an  averment  of  official  character  in  the  title  is 
not  necessary.**^ 

S  588.  Breach  of  duty.  That  although  defendant  could  have 
levied,  of  goods  of  the  execution  debtor  within  his  bailiwick, 
the  moneys  indorsed  on  the  writ,  yet  defendant,  disregarding 
his  duty,  did  not  levy  of  the  said  goods  the  moneys,  or  any  part 

i4Dininny  v.  Fay,  38  Barb.  18.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  a  neglect  of  an  official  duty,  the  complaint  must  allege  the 
particular  neglect  or  omission  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies. 
Kohn  V.  Hinshaw,  17  Oreg.  308. 

15  Potter  V.  Luther,  3  Johns.  431;  Dean  v.  Gridley,  10  Wend.  255; 
and  see  Hall  v.  Luther,  13  id.  491;  compare  Curtis  v.  Fay,  37  Barb. 
64. 

isStillman  v.  Squire,  1  Den.  327;  Armstrong  v.  Garrow.  6  Oow. 
463;  Overton  v.  Hudson,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  172;  Hirsch  v.  Rand,  39  Oal. 
315:  Curtis  v.  Fay,  37  Barb.  64;  Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2  Ool.  218; 
«ee  Van  Cleave  v.  Bucher,  79  Cal.  600. 
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thereof,  sufficiently  charges  a  breach  of  duty,  and  implies  im- 
proper conduct  in  the  sale  of  the  goods.^^  But  the  mere  omis- 
sion of  a  deputy  to  inform  the  sherifiE  of  having  process  in  hand 
is  not  such  negligence  as  to  charge  the  sheriff,  in  case  a  writ 
last  in  hand  was  executed  first.*® 

I  589.  Execution,  averment  of.    It  is  not  necessary  to  state 

the  terms  of  the  execution,  as  the  courts  take  judicial  notice 

;of  the  forms  of  their  own  proceedings.    The  steps  involved  in 

the  issuance  of  the  writ  need  not  be  stated.     It  is  sufficient  to 

aver  that  it  was  duly  issued;  the  same  is  true  of  the  levy.*® 

i  540.,Damage8y  how  averred.  The  measure  of  damages  for 
failure  to  execute  an  execution  is  prima  facie  the  amount  due 
on  the  execution.  If  such  amount  could  not  have  been  col- 
lected by  the  exercise  of  due  diligence,  such  fact  may  be  shown 
in  defense.  Special  damage  need  not  be  averred.^  In  Illinois 
the  action  lies  where  the  officer  so  delays  in  making  a  proper 
levy  that  the  rights  of  third  parties  intervene.^  The  damages 
on  failure  to  collect  an  execution  are  such  as  the  plaintiff  shall 
actually  suffer  by  the  sheriff^s  neglect.^  Where  the  sheriff 
accepts  an  assignment  of  a  chattel  mortgage,  the  plaintiff  in 
execution  being  ignorant  thereof,  is  not  bound  by  his  acts.^ 

f  641.  Notice.  The  allegation  of  notice,  though  usual,  seems 
nnnecessary.^ 

i  542.  B>ef  usal  to  make  deed.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  special  damages,  resulting  from  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff  to  make  and  deliver  to  plaintiff  a  deed  to  certain  prem- 
ises purchased  by  plaintiff  at  sheriff's  sale,  when  there  is  no 

IT  MuUett  v.  Challis.  16  Q.  B.  239;  20  Law  J.  R  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  161: 
15  Jur.  243;  Political  Code,  $  4180. 

18  Whitney  v.  Butterfleld,  13  C€lL.  335;  73  Am.  Dec.  584. 

i«  French  v.  WUlet,  10  Abb.  Pr.  99;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Rogers. 
13  Minn.  407;  97  Am.  Dec.  239. 

20  Moore  v.  Floyd,  4  Ore^.  101;  Ledyard  v.  Jones,  7  N.  Y.  560: 
Dunphy  v.  Whipple,  25  Mloh.  10;  Olough  v.  Monroe,  34  N.  H.  381: 
Evans  v.  House,  26  Ohio  St.  488;  Roth  v.  Duval,  1  Idaho,  149: 
People  V.  Roper,  4  Soam.  .560.  That  damages  must  be  averred,  see 
J^ash  V.  Whitney,  39  Me.  341;  Commonwealth  v.  Lelar,  1  Phila.  333. 

21  Davidson  v.  Waldron,  31  111.  120;  83  Am.  Dec.  206. 

22  French  v.  Snyder,  30  111.  339;  83  Am.  Dec.  193. 

23  Dibble  V.  Brlggs.  28  111.  48. 

24  Tnnillnson  v.  Rowe.  Hill  &  D.  Snpp.  410. 


393  PUBLIC  OFFIC£BS.  §§  543-545 

allegation  in  the  complaint  of  title,  nor  any  averment  that  in 
case  the  deed  had  been  executed,  plaintiff  would  have  been  able 
to  recover  possession  of  the  premises,  or  the  rents  and  profits, 
it  was  held  that  such  complaint  is  insufficient.^ 

S  648.  Beplevin.  The  proper  mode  of  declaring  in  a  com- 
plaint against  a  sheriff  for  not  taking  sufficient  .security  in 
replevin,  or  in  executing  a  writ  in  replevin,  is  stated  in  the  cases 
cited  below.^  Where  defendant  had  a  right  to  replevy,  a  com- 
plaint which  avers  that  the  marshal  neglected  to  make  the 
money  is  bad.*' 

I  544.  Selling  homeBtead.  A  complaint  against  a  sheriff  and 
his  sureties  for  selling  under  execution  the  homestead  of  plain- 
tiffs, which  set  out  that  the  sheriff  was  in  possession  of  a  certain 
execution  against  plaintiff,  J.  Kendall,  and  under  color  of  said 
execution  wrongfully  and  illegally  entered  upon  and  sold  cer- 
tain property,  the  homestead  of  plaintiffs,  and  averring  dam- 
ages in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  the  value  of  the 
property,  is  insufficient,  as  the  same  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  No  damage  has  or  can 
result  from  such  a  sale.  If  the  property  sold  was  a  homestead, 
the  sheriff's  deed  conveyed  nothing.  The  purchaser  at  sale 
could  acquire  no  right  to  the  property,  nor  could  the  plaintiff 
suffer  any  injury.® 

f  545.  Against  sheriff  for  neglecting  to  return  execution.29 

Form  No.  ii2. 

•    [Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution  herein- 
after mentioned,  the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of ,  in  this  state. 

n.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . .,  in  an 

action  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of , 

in  this  state  for  other  courtl,  wherein  this  plaintiff  was  plain- 
tiff, and  one  A.  B.  was  defendant,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 

» Knight  V.  Fair,  12  Cal.  296. 

»8ee  Oibbs  v.'BuU,  18  Johns.  435;  Westerrrtt  v.  Bell  19  Wend. 
831. 
STBlspham  v.  Taylor,  2  McLean,  355. 
» Kendall  &  Wife  v.  dark,  10  Cal.  17:  70  Am.  Dec.  691. 
»  Bee  Vao  Oleave  ▼.  Bncher,  79  Cal.  600. 

50 
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ment  duly  given  by  said  •court  against  the  said  A.  B.,  for 
dollars. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  an 

execution  against  the  property  of  said  A.  B.  was  issued  on  said 
judgment  and  directed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  as  sheriff 
of  the  county  of ,  of  which  execution  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copy:     [Copy  the  execution  and  indorsement.] 

IV.  That  although  [more  than] days  elapsed 

after  delivery  of  said  execution  to  the  defendant,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  yet  he  has,  in  violation  of  his 
duty  as  such  sheriff,  failed  to  return  the  same,  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  546.  The  same  — under  C^ifomia  statute.  The  Political 
Code  of  California  provides  as  follows: 

"  If  the  sheriff  does  not  return  a  notice  or  process  in  his  pos- 
session, with  the  necessary  indorsement  thereon,  without  delay, 
he  is  liable  to  the  party  aggrieved  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
dollars,  and  for  all  damages  sustained  by  him."'® 

Under  this  statute,  add  to  the  above  the  following: 

Form  No.  113. 

And  whereby,  also,  the  defendant  has  become  and  ia  liable 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  further  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  under 
Ihe  provisions  of  section  4179  of  the  Political  Code  of  the  state 
of  California. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  aforesaid,  and   the  further  sum  of 

dollars,  his  damages  so  as  aforesaid  sustained, 

and  for  costs  of  suit. 

i  647.  Issue  of  process.  It  is  sufficient,  after  showing  juris- 
diction to  issue  process,  to  allege  that  it  was  issued.'* 

(I  648.  Property.  In  an  action  for  not  returning  an  execu- 
tion, the  complaint  need  not  aver  that  defendant  had  property 
out  of  which  the  money  might  have  been  levied.  The  gist 
of  the  action  is  the  nee^lect  to  return.*^  It  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  or  prove  special  damages."* 

so  Political  Code,  i  4179. 

81  French  v.  Wlllet.  4  Bosw.  M9:  S.  O..  10  Abb.  Pr.  9G. 

«2  Pardee  v.  Rohertson,  6  Hill.  560. 

M  Ledyard  v.  Jones,  7  N.  Y.  660. 
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S  549.  Bamedy.  •  PlaintiflE  may  proceed  by  attachment,  or  may 
fii»  for  neglect.^  This  action  lies,  although  the  sheriff  has 
not  been  ordered  to  make  return.** 

S  660.  Bequest.  A  request  to  return  execution  need  not  be 
alleged.^ 

I  561.  Against  sheriff ,  for  neglecting  to  pay  over  moneys  col- 
lected on  execution. 

Form  No.  114. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
■   I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
was  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state. 

II.  That  on  the   day  ol ,  18. .,  at 

an  execution,  then  duly  issued,  in  form  and  effect 

as  required  by  law  against  the  property  of  one  A.  B.,  and  in 

favor  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  judgment  for  the  sum  of 

dollars  theretofore  duly  given  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against 

said  A.  B.,  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of , 

in  this  state,  was  by  the  plaintiff  directed  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  as  such  sheriff. 

III.  That  the  defendant  thereafter,  as  such  sheriff,  collected 
and  received  upon  said  execution,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
sum  of dollars,  besides  his  lawful  fees. 

IV.  That  although  [more  than]  sixty  days  elapsed,  after  the 
delivery  of  said  execution  to  the  defendant,  before  this  action, 
yet  he  has,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  sheriff,  failed  to  pay  over 
to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  so  collected. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  552.  The  same  — under  California  statute.  The  Political 
Code  of  California  provides:  *'If  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  pay 
over  on  demand,  to  the  person  entitled  thereto,  any  money  which 
may  come  into  his  hands  by  virtue  of  his  office  (after  deducting 

84Burk  V.  Campben,  15  .Tohns.  456;  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Ourtlsa, 
1  Hill.  275. 

MBurk  V.  Campbell,  15  Johns.  456:  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Curtiss.  1 
Hill,  275;  Pardee  v.  Robertson.  6    Id.  550. 

8«  Corning  v.  Southerland.  3  Hill,  552;  Fisher  v.  Pond,  2  id.  338; 
Howden  v.  Stanish,  6  O.  B.  504:  S.  C,  60  Bng.  Com.  L.  R.  503. 
Nor  is  it  necessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  the  fees  of  the 
sheriff  were  paid.  If  the  fees  were  not  paid,  and  the  writ  was  not 
served  or  returned  on  that  ground,  it  must  be  pleaded  by  the 
sheriff  as  matter  of  defense.    Van  Cleave  v.  Bucher,  79  Oal.  600. 
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his  -legal  fees),  the  amount  thereof,  with  twenty-five  per  cent, 
damages,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent,  per  moDcl> 
from  the  time  of  demand,  may  be  recovered  by  such  person,"^* 
Under  this  section  neither  the  rate  of  interest  specified  therein 
nor  twenty-five  per  cent,  as  damages  can  be  recovered  unless 
there  has  been  a  demand  for  the  money  collected  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  and  in  such  case  the  complaint  must 
aver  such  demand  and  the  date  thereof. 

The  above  form  is  suflScient  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  re- 
ceived by  the  sheriff  and  legal  interest  from  the  time  it  should 
have  been  paid  over.  If  it  is  desired  to  recover  the  damages 
and  special  rate  of  interest  provided  for  in  the  above  section  of 
the  Code,  omit  Part  IV  in  the  abovfe  form,  and  insert  the 
following. 

Form  No.  113. 

IV.  On  the day  of ,  18. ,,  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  of  the  defendant  that  he  pay  over  to  him  the 
moneys  so  received  by  him  upon  said  execution,  as  aforesaid, 
less  his  lawful  fees  thereon,  yet  he  has,  in  violation  of  his  duty 
as  such  sheriff,  failed  and  nieglected  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff 
the  amount  so  collected;  by  reason  whereof  the  said  defendant 
has  become  and  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  moneys  col- 
lected as  aforesaid,  to-wit,  the  sum  of   dollars, 

together  with  twenty-five  per  cent  thereof,  as  damages  for  the 

nonpayment  thereof,  and  interest  on  the  said  sum  of 

dollars,  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent,  per  month  from  the  said 
day  of ,  18. . 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  said  sum  of dollars  and  interest 

thereon  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent,  per  mopth  from  the  said 

day  of ,  18. .,  and  the  further  sum  of 

dollars,  being  twenty-five  per  cent,  of  said  sum 

of  dollars,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute 

aforesaid,  and  for  costs  of  suit. 

g  553.  Against  deputy.  To  render  a  deputy  liable,  an  ex- 
press promise  must  be  shown.^ 

87  Political  Code,  §  4181.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  penalty  provided  by  this  section.  If  the  demand  made  on  the 
sheriff  was  for  the  pigment  of  a  larger  amount  than  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to.    Shnmway  v.  Lealtey,  73  Cal.  260. 

38  Tuttle  V.  Ix)ve,  7  Johns.  470;  Paddock  v.  Cameron,  8  Odw.  212; 
and  see  Colvin  v.  Holbrook,  2  N.  Y.  126;  affirming  S.  O.,  3  Barb.  475. 
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§  554.  Delivezy  of  execution.  It  is  enough  to  show  the  de- 
liTery  of  execution  without  proving  the  judgment.** 

I  666.  Demand.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to  recover 
property  seized  under  process,  or  its  value  by  the  owner,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  show  afi&rmatively  notice 
and  demand  before  bringing  suit.  This  rule  is  now  established 
by  the  weight  of  authority.  The  early  cases  in  California  held 
the  contrary,  but  they  have  since  been  overruled.*® 

I  556.  Money  paid  over.  Where  it  is  averred  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  money  has  been  collected,  and  that  defendant 
has  failed  to  return  the  execution,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
the  money  has  not  been  paid  over.  An  averment  to  this  effect 
is  essential.*^ 

I  657.  Obligation  to  pay.  So,  to  say  that  plaintiff  has  been 
obliged  to  pay  the  amount  of,  etc.,  in  consequence  of  the  negli- 
gence and  acts  of  the  defendant  in  his  office  of  under-sheriff, 
is  good,  at  least  on  general  demurrer;^  even  if  process  is 
voidable.** 

f  558.  Bemedy.  An  action  on  the  case,  or  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  may  be  maintained,  at  the  option  of 
the  plaintiff.** 

f  650.  Statute  penalties.  Where  a  sheriff  fails  to  pay  over 
money  collected  on  execution,  the  action  should  be  for  a  false 

»  Elliott  V.  Oronk,  13  Wend.  35;  and  see  1  Oow.  Tr.  322. 

40Wellman  v.  English.  38  Cal.  583;  Boulware  v.  Craddock,  30 
Id.  18K);  overruling  Ledley  v.  Hays,  1  id.  160;  Daumiel  v.  Gorham, 
6  Id.  44;  see.  also,  Holdridge  v.  Lee,  3  S.  Dak.  134;  Kluender  v. 
Lynch,  2  Abb.  App.  Dec.  538;  Moore  v.  Murdock.  26  Oal.  514; 
Woodbury  v.  Long.  8  Pick.  .>43;  10  Am.  Dec.  345;  Owings  v.  Frier. 
2  A.  K.  Marsh.  268;  .Tamison  v.  Hendricks,  2  Blackf.  94;  Hicks 
V.  Cleveland.  48  N.  Y.  84;  Glossop  v.  Pole,  3  M.  &  S.  175;  Glasspoole 
V.  Young.  9  B.  &  C.  696;  Edwards  v.  Bridges.  2  Stark.  396:  but  see 
Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  689,  as  amended  in  1891;  Black  v.  Clasby,  97 
Cal.  482. 

41  Hoag  V.  Warden,  37  Cal.  522. 

42  Hughes  V.  Smith,  5  Johns.  168. 

43  Walden  v.  Davison,  15  Wend.  575;  Ba(^o'n  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  Y. 
19.'>:  and  see  Ontario  Bank  v.  Hallett.  8  Oow.  192;  Grosvenor  v.  Hunt, 
11  How.  Pr.  355;  Ginochlo  y.  Orser,  1  Abb.  Pr.  433. 

44  Dygert  v.  Crane,  1  Wend.  534;  Shepard  v.  Holt,  7  Hill,  198. 
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return.'"^  The  statute  penalties  against  sheriffs,  for  the  non- 
payment of  moneys  collected  on  execution,  are  only  recoverable 
when  the  sheriff  by  his  return  admits  the  collection  of  the 
money,  but  refuses  to  pay  it  over.*® 

S  560.  SufELdent  avermeiLt.  It  is  enough  to  say  generally 
that  the  defendant  had  collected  or  embezzled,  etc.,  such  a  sum, 
which  he  had  refused,  etc.,  without  setting  forth  the  particular 
items,  which  would  lead  to  prolixity.*^  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  execution  against  a  sheriff  for  neglect  to 
pay  over  moneys  realized  on  such  writ  it  is  sufficient  to  allege 
in  the  complaint  the  existence  of  the  judgment  on  which  the 
execution  was  issued,  the  issuance  thereof,  the  realization  of 
the  money,  and  the  neglect  to  pay  it  over.^  Where  the  action 
is  against  a  sheriff  for  wrongfully  seizing  and  selling  goods 
mortgaged  to  secure  an  indebtedness,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
plead  their  value  at  the  time  of  taking,  where  no  elements  of 
special  damage  are  alleged,  but,  in  order  to  support  a  judgment 
in  such  case,  for  the  amount  of  the  debt,  there  must  be  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  the  goods  seized.*® 

I  561.  Agaizuit  sheriff,  for  false  return. 

Form  No.   ij6. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of , 

in  this  state. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  judgment  was  duly  given  and  made  in  an  action 

in  the   court,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  against 

one  G.  W.,  for  [ten  thousand]  dollars. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  an 

execution  against  the  property  of  the  said  G.  W.  was  issued 
upon  the  said  judgment,  directed  and  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant, as  sheriff  aforesaid. 

4B  Ejfery  v.  Buchanan,  5  CaL  64. 

46  Johnson  v.  Gorham,  6  CaL  196;  2  Nev.  378;  Gregory  v.  Pord^ 
14  CaL  143:  73  Am.  Dec.  639. 

47  Postmaster-General  v.  Cochran,  2  Johns.  413;  Hughes  v.  Smithy 
5  Id.  168. 

48  Schneider  v.  Sears,  13  Oreg.  69. 
4©  Sheehan  v.  Levy,  1  Wash.  St  149. 
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IV.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  and  during  the  life 
thereof,  levied,  under  the  said  execution,  on  property  of  the  said 
W.  [of  the  value  of  ten  thousand  dollars;  or  sutficient  to  satisfy 
the  said  judgment,  with  all  the  expenses  of  the  execution;  or 
state  particulars  of  property  on  which  he  might  have  levied.] 

V.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as 
such  sheriff,  falsely  returned  upon  the  said  execution,  to  the 

clerk  of  the  county  of ,  that  the  said  W.  had  no 

property  in  his  county  on  which  he  could  levy  the  amount  of 
said  judgment  or  any  part  thereof. 

VI.  That  by  means  of  said  premises,  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deprived  of  the  means  of  obtaining  the  said  moneys  directed  to 
be  levied  as  aforesaid,  and  which  are  still  wholly  unpaid,  and 
is  likely  to  lose  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  562.  The  same  —  allegation  for  not  levying  when  there 
wan  an  opportnnity,  and  falsely  returning  nulla  bona. 

Form  No.  117. 

[Allege  as  in  preceding  form  down  to  IV,  and  insert] : 
IV.  That  the  defendant  neglected  to  make  any  levy  on  the 
goods  and  chattels,  lands,  and  tenements  of  the  said  O.  W.; 
and  falsely  and  fraudulently  returned  upon  the  said  writ  to  the 
said  court,  that  the  said  G.  W.  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels, 
lands  or  tenements,  in  his  county.  That  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  the  plaintiff  is  deprived  of  his  remedy  for  obtaining 
payment  of  his  judgment  and  costs  aforesaid,  and  has  wholly 
lost  the  same. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

f  668.  The  same  —  another  form  of  allegation. 

Form  No.  118. 

[Allege  as  in  preceding  form,  and  insert]: 

rV.  That  the  defendant,  so  being  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and 
having  the  said  order  in  his  hands  to  execute,  and  knowing  that 
the  said  G.  W.  was  in  his  county  and  view  as  aforesaid,  falsely 
and  deceitfully  returned  on  the  same  order  to  said  court,  that 
the  said  G.  W.  could  not  be  found  in  his  county. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  664.  Cause  of  action.  The  cause  of  action  for  a  false  re- 
turn arises  only  on  actual  return  of  the  writ;  but  it  relatef* 
back  to  the  return  day,  and  the  false  return  is  properly  alleged 
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to  have  been  on  that  day.*^  An  officer  who  should  refuse  to 
proceed  upon  a  second  execution  would  be  liable  for  a  false  re- 
turn.^^  A  '^  fee  bill ''  is  a  process  and  governed  by  the  same 
rule  as  executions.^ 

f  666.  Xeaaure  of  damages.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  prima 
facie,  to  the  face  of  the  execution.^  And  in  case  of  loss  of 
property  by  negligence,  the  damages  are  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty lost.^  It  is  not  essential  to  aver  any  special  damage.  The 
amount  due  on  the  judgment  is,  prima  facie,  the  measure  of 
damages.'^ 

§  586.  That  return  was  false.  The  complaint  should  show 
that  the  return  was  false,  and  that  the  respect  in  which  it  was 
false  is  material;  deceit  or  fraud  need  not  be  alleged.^ 

I  667.  Valid  Judgment.  In  such  action,  plaintiff  must  prove 
a  valid  judgment.'^ 

I  668.  For  soteing  a  TOMeL 

Form  No.  iig. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  is,  and  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned 
was  the  owner  of  [naming  the  vessel],  her  tackle,  apparel,  and 
furniture,  and  that  he  had  chartered  the  same  to  one  A.  B.,  for 

a  voyage  from to   ,  and  back,  for 

dollars  Der  week. 

PO  Michaels  v.  Shaw,  12  Wend.  687. 

MRosB  v.  Weber.  26  lU.  221:  DavldBon  v.  Waldron.  31  Id.  12r): 
83  Am.  Dec.  206;  Moore  v.  Fltz,  15  Ind.  43;  see  Howe  v.  White. 
49  Cal.  658. 

62  De  Wolf  V.  Lonp.  2  Glim.  678;  5  id.  96;  Newldrk  v.  Chapman. 
17  111.  344;  24  Tex.  12. 

53  Ledyard  v.  Jones,  7  N.  Y.  550;  Rom^^  v.  Ourtiss,  1  Hill.  275; 
Pardee  v.  Robertson,  6  id.  550;  Kellopp  v.  Manro*  9  Johna  300; 
Weld  V.  Bartlett.  19  Mass.  474. 

64  Morgan  v.  Meyers,  14  Ohio.  538;  Smith  v.  Fuller,  !d.  545. 

M  Ledyard  v.  Jones,  7  N.  Y.  550;  affirming  S.  O.,  4  Sandf.  C7; 
Pardee  v.  Robertson,  6  Hill.  550;  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Curtlss,  1  Id. 
27n:  and  see  Bacon  y.  Cropspy.  7  N.  Y.  195. 

M  Peebles  y.  Newson.  74  X.  C.  47.^:  Bacon  t.  Oopsey.  7  N.  Y.  105; 
Kidzle  V.  Snckrider,  14  Johns.  195;  Houghton  v.  Swarthout,  1  Den. 
589. 

w  McDonald  v.  Bunn,  3  P'*"   45, 
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II.  That  when  said  vessel  was  at ,  on  her  voy- 
age aforesaid,  and  in  the  possession  of  C.  D.,  her  master,  ap- 
pointed by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  on  or  about  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  forcibly  seized  the  same,  with  her 

apparel,  furniture,  and  cargo,  of  the  value  of   

dollars  and  brought  the  same  to   

III.  That  in  consequence  thereof  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the 
said  vessel,  her  apparel,  equipments,  and  furniture,  and  the 
money  which  he  was  to  receive  for  the  charter  for  the  period 

of  weeks,  and  has  been  put  to  great  cost  and 

expense  in  and  about  asserting  and  maintaining  his  rights  to 
said  vessel,  her  tackle  and  furniture; 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  6d9.  For  an  escape.         * 

Form  No.  120, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tliat  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  and  of  the  escape 
hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  the 
countv  of ,  in  this  state. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  in  an 

action  in  the  [Superior  Court  of  the  county  of , 

in  this  state],  brought  by  this  plaintiff  against  one  A.  B.  for 
embezzlement  [or  other  cause  authorizing  arrest],  this  plain- 
tiff recovered  judgment,  duly  given  by  said  court  against  said 
A.  B.,  for dollars. 

III.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18 . . ,  an 

execution  against  the  property  of  said  A.  B.  was  duly  issued 
by  the  clerk  of  said  court  on  said  judgment^  and  thereafter 
dulv  returned  whollv  unsatisfied. 

IV.  That  thereafter,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  an  order  of  arrest  was  issued  by  the  judge  of  the  sai^ 
court  against  the  person  of  said  A.  B.,  and' then  directed  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant  as  said  sheriff,  whereby  he  was 
required  to  arrest  said  A.  B.,  and  commit  him  to  the  jail  of 

said  county  of ,  until  he  should  be  discharged 

accord inpr  to  law. 

V.  That  thereafter  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff,  arrested 
«jaid  A.  B.  and  committed  him  to  jail,  pursuant  to  said  execu- 
tion, and  order  of  a-rrest. 

Vol.  1—61 
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VI.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an  under- 
taking, with  good  and  sufl5cient  securities,  duly  executed  and 
approved,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  said 
A.  B.  for  necessary  food,  clothing,  and  bedding  [or  state  a 
deposit  for  this  purpose]. 

VII.  That  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  he  has 
since,  to-wit,  on  the day  of >  18. .,  with- 
out the  consent  or  connivance  of  the  plaintiff  permitted  said 

A.  B.  to  escape,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff, 

dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant, according  to  the  statute,  for  the  debt  [or  for  damage, 
or  sum  of  money]  for  which  such  prisoner  was  committed,  to- 
wit, dollars,  with  interest  from,  etc.*** 

i  670.  Arrest  for  contempt.  A  complaint  in  an  actio.^ 
against  a  sheriff,  for  the  escape  from  his  custody  of  a  person 
arrested  by  him  upon  a  process  for  contempt,  which  alleges 
that  the  sheriff  "  suffered,  and  permitted  such  person  to  escape 
and  go  at  large,"  states  a  voluntary  and  not  a  negligent  escape^ 
and  an  answer  which  avers  that  such  person  may  have  "  wrong- 
fully and  privily,  and  without  the  knowledge,  permission,  or 
consent  of  this  defendant,  escaped,"  etc.,  and  that  "  if  he  did 
so  escape,  he  afterwards  "  returned  into  custody,  etc.,  is  insuffi- 
cient as  a  pleading,  as  it  does  not  deny,  either  generally  or 

M  In  California  the  Political  Code  pnnrldefl:  §  4182.  "  A  sherifT 
who  Butfers  the  esoape  of  a  person  In  a  dvU  action,  without  the 
consent  or  connivance  of  the  person  In  whose  behalf  the  arrest 
or  Imprisonment  was  made,  is  liable  as  follows:  1.  When  the 
arrest  is  upon  an  order  to  hold  to  ball  or  upon  surrender  In  ex- 
oneration of  ball  before  judgment  he  Is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as 
bail.  2.  When  the  arrest  is  upon  an  execution  or  commitment  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  money,  he  is  liable  In  the  amount  expressed 
In  the  execution  or  commitment  3.  When  the  arrest  is  on  an 
execution  or  commitment  other  than  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
money,  he  Is  liable  for  the  actual  damages  sustained.  4.  TTpon 
bein^  sued  for  damages  far  an  escape  or  rescue,  he  may  introduce 
evidence  in  mltl^tion  and  exculpation."  S  4188.  "  He  is  liable  for 
a  rescue  of  a  person  arrested  in  a  civil  action,  equally  as  for  an 
escape,"  (I  4184.  "An  action  can  not  be  maintained  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  rescue,  or  for  an  escape  of  the  person  arrested  upon 
an  execution  or  commitment,  if  after  his  rescue  or  escape  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  prisoner  returns  ta 
jail,  or  Is  retaken  by  the  sheriff." 
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specifically,  the  allegation  that  the  sheriff  permitted  the  pris- 
oner to  escape.®* 

S  571.  Authority  to  reloase.  The  general  authority  of  the 
attorney,  as  such,  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  sheriff  to 
discharge  the  prisoner  upon  his  consent.*^ 

S  572.  Committed.  That  he  had  arrested  the  debtor  and 
detained  him  in  custody  in  execution,  sufficiently  imports  com- 
mitment to  jail.** 

S  578.  Damagres.  The  measure  of  damages  is  only  ^ritna 
facie  the  amount  of  the  debt.®^  A  complaint  which  claimed 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  with  interest  and  costs,  without  using 
the  word  "  damages,"  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  in  debt.'* 

S  574.  Escape,  deflnition  of.  In  New  York,  if  a  person  ad- 
mitted to  the  liberties  of  the  jail  limits  is  without  such  limits 
by  virtue  of  a  valid  legal  process  which  affords  justification  to 
the  officer  taking  him  thence,  it  is  not  to  be  deemed  an  escape 
within  the  meaning  of  2  R.  S.  437,  §  63,  although  that 
section  contains  no  express  exception  to  the  rule  that  being 
without  the  boundaries  is  an  escape.  To  constitute  an  escape 
there  must  be  some  agency  of  the  prisoner  employed,  or  some 
wrongful  act  by  another  against  whom  the  law  gives  a  remedy.®* 
The  act  of  the  law,  as  well  as  the  act  of  God  or  of  the  public 
enemies,  will  excuse  the  sheriff  in  an  action  for  escape,®^ 

f  575.  Bzcuse.  Nothing  but  the  act  of  God  or  public  ene- 
mies will  excuse  the  sheriff  for  an  escape.*®    In  California  the 

MLoosey  v.  Orser,  4  Boew.  391;  see  Cosgrove  v.  Bowe,  10  Daly, 
853. 

«  Kellogg  V.  Gilbert,  10  Johns.  220:  6  Am.  Dec.  335. 

«  Ames  V.  Webbers,  8  Wend.  545. 

«2  GInochIo  V.  Orser,  1  Abb.  Pr.  433;  Potter  v.  Lansing,  1  Johns. 
215;  3  Am.  Dec.  310;  Bussell  v.  Turner,  7  Johns.  180:  5  Am.  Dec. 
254;  Thomas  v.  Weed,  14  Johns.  255;  Lrittlefleld  v.  Brown,  1  Wend. 
308:  Patterson  v.  Weetervelt,  17  Id.  643;  Palrchild  v.  Case,  24  Id. 
381;  Ames  v.  Webbers,  8  id.  545:  Hutchinson  v.  Brand,  9  N.  T.  208. 

MRenick  v.  Orser,  4  Boew.  384;  McCreery  v.  WlUet,  id.  648. 

M  Allen  on  Sheriffs,  231;  Baxter  v.  Taber,  4  Mass.  861;  Garglll 
V.  Taylor,  10  id.  206. 

tisWilckens  y.  Wlllett,  1  Keyee,  521;  affirming  B.  C.  sub  nam. 
WIckelhansen  v.  WlUet,  12  Abb.  Pr.  319;  21  How.  Pr.  40. 

MFalrchlld  y.  Cbae,  24  Wend.  881;  Bainey  v.  Dunning,  2  Mnrph. 
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sheriff  is  liable  for  a  rescue  equally  as  for  an  escape;  ^  but  an 
action  can  not  be  maintained  for  either  after  the  prisoner 
returns  to  jail,  or  is  recaptured  by  the  sheriff.^ 

%  576.  Form  of  allegation  In  debt.  That  thereupon^  the 
judgment  remaining  wholly  unpaid,  the  defendant  became  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of dollars,  the 

amount  of  said  judgment.^  This  form  is  equivalent  to  ^  decla- 
ration in  debt. 

S  577.  indoraenient.  The  indorsement  on  the  execution  or 
writ  need  not  be  set  out7® 

%  578.  Liability  as  bail.  If,  after  being  arrested  upon  an 
order  to  hold  to  bail,  or  upon  a  surrender  in  exoneration  of  bail 
before  judgment,  the  defendant  escape  or  be  rescued,  the  sheriff 
shall  himself  be  liable  as  bail;  but  he  may  discharge  himself 
from  such  liability  by  the  giving  and  justification  of  bail  at  any 
time  before  judgmentJ^  Whether  a  judgment  creditor,  in- 
jured by  the  escape  of  his  debtor  from  arrest,  elects  to  sue  the 
sheriff  at  common  law  for  escape,  or  under  section  201  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure  of  New  York,  as  bail,  is  manifested  by  the 
complaint.  If  he  proceeds  against  the  sheriff  as  bail,  he  must 
set  forth  the  proceedings  to  and  including  the  escape,  and  allege 
that  the  defendant  is  bail,  and  must  bear  the  appropriate  judg- 
ment. If  he  elects  to  prosecute  for  an  escape,  the  complaint 
will  contain  the  same  matters,  but  all  allegations  as  to  the 
character  of  the  defendant  as  bail  should  be  omitted,  as  wholly 
irrelevant  to  a  cause  of  action  for  an  escape.  A  complaint  in 
such  a  case,  which  makes  no  mention  of  the  defendant  as  bail, 
and  contains  nothing  manifesting  an  intention  or  election  to 
hold  him  liable  in  that  character,  is  to  be  treated  as  intending 
an  action  for  an  escape.''* 

•TPollticnl  Code.  %  4183. 

«8  Id..  §  4184.  A  return  of  the  prisoner  before  the  commencement 
of  an  action  for  the  escape  Is  also  a  ^ood  defense  under  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  of  New  York.  Didsbury  v.  Van  TsasBell.  12  N.  T. 
Snpp.  30. 

flo  Barnes  v.  Wlllett  11  Abb.  Pr.  225;  S.  C,  19  How.  Pr.  6©4; 
so  in  Renlck  v.  Orser,  4  Bo»w.  384.  and  McOreery  v:  Wlllett,  Id.  M3. 

TO.TonPB  V.  Cook,  1  Cow.  309. 

71  Political  Code,  %  4182,  snbd.  1. 

72  Smith  V.  Enapp,  30  N.  Y.  58L 
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§  679.  Negligence.  An  officer  who  negligently  permits  an 
escape  is  liable  to  the  person  injured  by  his  neglect  of  duty;  "^^ 
and  an  escape  from  a  deputy  may  be  declared  on  as  an  escape 
from  the  sheriflf.^* 

S  680.  Voluntary.  A  complaint  which  alleges  that  '^the 
sheriff  suffered  and  permitted  such  person  to  escape  and  go  at 
large/'  states  a  voluntary  and  not  a  negligent  escape  J*^  Under 
the  averment  that  he  voluntarily  suffered  the  party  to  escape,  a 
negligent  escape  may  be  proved;  ''^  and  evidence  of  a  negligent 
escape  supports  an  action  for  a  voluntary  one.*" 

78  Brown  v.  Genung,  1  Wend.  115;  37  111.  257. 
w  Skinner  v.  White.  9  N.  H.  204. 

w  Loosey  v.  Orser,  4  Bobw.  391;  see  Oosgpove  v.  Bowe,  10  Daly, 
353. 

76  2  T.  R.  126;  O'NeU  v.  Maraon,  5  Burr.  2814;  1  Saund.  35. 

77  Skinner  v.  Whiter  9  N.  H.  204. 
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CHAPTEE  X. 

BEOEIYEBS.  -f 

%  581.  By  a  reoeiver  appointed  pending  litigation* 

Form  No,  I2l, 

[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 


A.  B.,  Receiver  of  the  Property  of 
C.  D.,  riaintlff, 

against 
E.  F.,  Defendant 


I 

J 


The  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of  the  property  of  C.  D.,  complainB, 
and  alleges: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the 

city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  state  of  California,  in 

an  action  then  pending  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the , 

county  of ,  state  of ,  wherein  C.  D. 

was  plaintiff  and  E.  F.  was  defendant,  upon  an  application  made 
by  the  said  A.  B.,  and  by  order  duly  made  by  said  court  [or 
judge],  this  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  property  of 
the  said  C.  D.,  hereinafter  described,  to- wit:  [Describe  property 
so  as  to  show  that  the  cause  of  action  is  embraced.] 

III.  That  thereafter,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the 
present  action,  he  gave  his  bond  required  by  the  said  order,*  as 
such  receiver,  approved  by  the  said  judge,  which  bond,  with 

such  approval,  is  on  file  in  the  said court,  and 

v/ere  so  filed  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  said 

receiver  duly  obtained  leave  of  the  said  court  [the  court  appoint- 
ing him]  to  bring  this  action. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  582.  Motion  for  appointment  of  receiver. 

Form  No.  I22, 

[Title.] 
Plaintiff  moves  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  in  this  action  on 
the  following  grounds  [stating  them] : 

[Signattjbe.] 
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S  583.  Appointment  of  receiver.  Courts  of  equily  have  the 
power  to  appoint  receivers  and  to  order  them  to  take  possession 
of  the  property  in  controversy,  whether  in  the  immediate  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  or  his  agents;  and  in  proper  cases,  they 
can  also  order  the  defendant's  agents  or  employees,  although 
not  parties  to  the  record,  to  deliver  the  specific  property  to 
the  receiver.*  But  they  can  not  appoint  a  receiver  and  decree 
a  sale  of  the  property  and  affairs  of  a  corporation.*  Such  a 
decree  would  necessarily  result  in  a  dissolution  of  the  corpora- 
tion.* Under  subdivision  5,  section  564,  California  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  when  a  corporation 
has  been  dissolved,  or  is  insolvent,  or  in  imminent  danger  of  in- 
solvency, or  has  forfeited  its  corporate  rights.  Where  the  allega- 
tions of  a  bill  are  general,  and  the  equities  are  fully  denied,  such 
a  case  is  not  presented  as  will  justify  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
•eeiver,  and  the  withdrawal  of  the  property  from  the  hands  of  one 
intimately  acquainted  with  all  of  the  affairs  of  the  concern,  and 
placing  it  in  the  hands  of  another  who  may  not  be  equally  com- 
petent to  manage  the  business.* 

In  California,  the  Code  provides  that  a  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  pending,  or  by  a 
judge  thereof: 

"  1.  In  an  action  by  a  vendor  to  vacate  a  fraudulent  purchase 
of  property,  or  by  a  creditor  to  subject  any  property  or  fund 
to  his  claim,  or  between  partners,  or  others  jointly  owning  or 
interested  in  any  fund,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of 
«ny  party  whose  rights  to  or  interest  in  the  property  or  fund, 
or  proceeds  thereof,  is  probable,  and  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
property  or  fund  is  in  danger  of  being  lost,  removed,  or  materi- 
ally injured. 

"  2.  In  an  action  by  a  mortgagee  for  the  foreclosure  of  his 
mortgage,  and  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property,  where  it 
appears  that  the  mortgaged  property  is  in  danger  of  being  lost, 
removed,  or  materially  injured,  or  that  the  condition  of  the 
mortgage  has  not  been  performed,  and  that  the  property  is 
probably  insuflRcient  to  discharge  the  mortgage  debt. 

3.  After  judjnnent,  to  carry  the  judgment  into  effect. 

4.  After  judgment,  to  dispose  of  the  property  according  to 


1  Ex  parte  Of>hen.  5  Cal.  4(H. 

2Neall  V.  Hill,  16  Cal.  148. 

Bid. 

-AWnilamson  v.  Monroe,  3  Cal.  383. 
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the  judgment,  or  to  preserve  it  during  the  pendency  of  an 
appeal,  or  in  proceedings  in  aid  of  execution,  when  an  execution 
has  heen  returned  unsatisfied,  or  when  the  judgment  debtor 
refuses  to  apply  his  property  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 

"  5.  In  cases  where  a  corporation  has  been  dissolved,  or  is 
insolvent^  or  in  imminent  danger  of  insolvency,  or  has  forfeited 
,its  corporate  rights. 

*'  6.  In  all  other  cases  where  receivers  have  heretofore  been 
appointed  by  the  usages  of  courts  of  equity."*^ 

In  construing  this  provision  of  the  California  Code  it  haa 
been  held  that  subdivision  6  thereof  is  but  declaratory  of  the 
equity  jurisdiction  conferred  on  the  courts  by  the  Constitution, 
and  includes  only  the  suits  in  which  it  has  been  the  usage  of 
courts  of  equity  to  appoint  a  receiver;  their  jurisdiction  in  this 
respect  would  have  been  the  same  in  the  absence  of  the  statute. 
It  does  not  include  the  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  and  an  order  making  an  appointment  should  be 
annulled; •  nor  does  it  embrace  the  power  to  appoint  a  receiver 
of  the  property  of  a  corporation  in  aid  of  a  suit  prosecuted 
against  the  corporation  by  a  private  person;  such  power  must 
be  derived  from  express  statute.  If  a  receiver  is  appointed  in 
such  a  suit,  the  appointment  will  be  annulled  on  certiorari^ 
The  appointment  of  a  receiver  may  be  made  upon  an  ex  parte 
application  at  chambers.® 

§  584.  Allegring  appointment.  A  receiver  suing  by  virtue  of 
his  title  and  authority  should  state  the  time  and  place  of  his 
appointment,  and  distinctly  aver  that  hp  has  been  appointed  by 
an  order  of  the  court.®  Where  a  receiver  would  make  title  to  a 
chose  in  action,  he  must  set  forth  the  facts  showing  his  appoint- 
ment. It  will  not  be  sufiBcient  to  aver  that  he  was  duly  ap- 
pointed.*®      So    describing    himself   as    "having    been    duly 

B  Oal.  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  S§  564-569;  N.  Y.  CJode  Civ.  Pro..  S  713:  Ohio 
Code.  S  5587. 

6  Bateman  v.  Superior  Court,  54  Cal.  285;  Scott  v.  Sierra  Lumber 
Co..  67  id.  76. 

7  La  Societe  Francalse,  etc.  v.  Fifteenth  District  Court.  53  Cal. 
495. 

s  Real  Estate  Association  v.  Superior  Court,  60  Cal.  223. 

9  White  V.  Low,  7  Barb.  2CH:  Glllett  v.  Fairchild,  4  Den.  80:  Banips 
V.  Mcintosh,  23  Barb.  591;  Hobart  v.  Frost.  5  Duer,  672:  White  v. 
Low,  7  Barb.  206;  Dayton  v.  Connah,  18  How.  Pr.  326. 

lOOiUett  V.  Fairchild.  4  Den.  80;  White  v.  Joy,  13  N.  Y.  86:  Stuart 
T.  Beebe.  28  Barb.  34;  Tuckerman  v.  Brown,  11  Abb.  Pr.  389. 
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appointed  receiver  of,  etc.,  and  bringing  this  suit  by  order  of 
the  Supreme  Court/^  is  insufficient  on  demurrer.^*  And  where 
a  plaintiff  claims  title  to  a  note  sued  on  by  virtue  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  receiver  of  an  insurance  company,  the  note  being  payable 
to  a  company  bearing  a  name  different  from  that  of  the  com- 
pany of  which  he  is  receiver,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should^ 
by  proper  averments,  show  that  the  note  is  a  part  of  the  assets  of 
the  company  of  which  he  has  been  appointed  receiver.  ^^  If 
the  change  of  name  was  by  reorganization  of  the  company  under 
the  general  act,  a  general  averment  of  the  fact  of  reorganiza- 
tion is  enough.  But  alleging  that  plaintiff  is  receiver  of,  etc., 
appointed  by  the  Supreme  Court  by  an  order  made  on  a  speci- 
fied day,  on  condition  of  filing  security,  and  that  such  security 
was  given  accordingly,  states  enough  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
take  issue  upon  the  legality  of  the  plaintiff^s  appointment.^' 

§  586.  Appointment  pending  litigation.  When  either  party 
establishes  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  property,  or  to  an  interest 
in  the  property,  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  which  is  in  pos 
session  of  an  adverse  party,  and  the  property  or  its  rents  and 
profits  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  or  materially  injured  or 
impaired,  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof  may  appoint  a  receiver.^^ 
In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  have  a  receiver 
of  rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  property  appointed  pend- 

11  See  authorltleB  cited  above,  note  1;  see,  also,  Dayton  v.  Oonnah, 
IS  How.  Pr.  826w  In  an  action  by  a  receiver  1q  his  official  capacity, 
he  must  set  forth  in  his  complaint  the  facts  of  his  appointment  and 
qnallflcatlon  in  a  traversable  form,  but  it  is  held  sufficient  if  these 
facts  be  stated  in  general  terms.  Wason  y.  Frank,  7  Col.  App.  541; 
RockweU  V.  Merwin,  45  N.  Y.  166. 

12  Hyatt  Y.  McMahon,  25  Barb.  457. 

18  Stewart  v.  Beebe,  28  Barb.  84;  compare  Orowell  v.  Ohnrch,  7 
Abb.  Pr.  205,  note.  Of  the  proper  mode  of  complaining  in  an  action 
by  a  receiver,  of  departure  from  the  complaint  in  the  reply,  and 
of  the  proper  mode  of  seeking  relief  where  the  reply  departs  from 
the  complaint,  see  White  v.  Joy,  13  N.  Y.  88;  reversing  S.  O.,  11 
How.  Ft.  36;  2  Abb.  Pr.  548.  As  to  the  cases  in  which  a  receiver 
may  sne  In  his  own  name,  and  without  averring  his  appointment, 
see  White  v.  Joy,  13  N.  Y.  83;  Bank  of  Niagara  v.  Johnson,  8  Wend. 
045:  Haxtun  v.  Bishopv  3  id.  13. 

u  Cal.  Oode  Civ.  Pro.,  §  564.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  authority, 
a  receiver  can  not  be  appointed  during  the  pendency  of  an  action 
to  displace  the  management  of  the  corporation  by  its  directors, 
and  no  such  authority  exists  in  California.  Fisher  v.  Superior 
Court,  110  Cal.  128. 

52 
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ing  a  litigation;  ^^  unless  it  appears  that  the  condition  of  the 
mortgage  has  not  been  performed,  and  that  the  property  u 
probably  insufficient  to  discharge  the  mortgage  debtJ* 

§  586.  Appointment  after  Judgment.  In  an  action  to  recover 
possession  of  real  estate,  and  while  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  is 
pending,  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  proceeds  of  the  property 
in  dispute  may  be  appointed,  if  the  facts  of  the  case  are  such 
as  warrant  it.  If  the  defendant  in  possession  is  receiving 
monthly  large  sums  of  money  from  the  sale 'of  the  waters  of 
mineral  springs  on  the  land,  and  is  insolvent,  a  receiver  may 
be  appointed,  pending  the  further  litigation,  on  motion  for  a 
new  trial  and  appeal.*'^ 

f  687.  Bound  by  order  of  court.  Receivers,  or  other  custo- 
dians of  money  in  the  hands  of  a  court,  as  they  are  bound  to 
obey  orders  of  the  court  in  their  relation  to  the  fund,  as  well 
as  regards  its  safe  custody  as  its  return,  are  correlatively  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  the  court  against  loss  for  disbursements 
which  were  necessary  and  proper  and  such  as  a  reasonable  and 
prudent  man,  acting  as  receiver,  would  have  been  justified  in 
expending.** 

§  588.  Disbursements  of  receiver.  An  order  of  court  direct- 
ing a  referee  "  to  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  of  disburee- 
ments  and  expenses  made  with  or  under  the  direction  and 
autliority  of  the  court,"  by  a  receiver  or  custodian  of  money  in 
the  hands  of  the  court,  is  too  narrow  to  do  him  justice,  and 
should  be  so  enlarged  as  to  allow  for  all  reasonable  and  proper 
<^xpcnse9  incident  to  the  receivership.*®  And  this,  although  the 
claim  is  for  disbursements  incurred  by  the  custodian  of  the 
fund  under  an  appointment  as  assignee  in  a  proceeding  in 
insolvency  which  was  afterwards  hold  to  be  void.^ 

15  Guy  V.  Ide,  6  Cal.  101;  Meyer  v.  Seebald,  11  Abb.  (N.  S.)  326, 

note. 

i«La  Sooiete  Francalse,  etc.  v.  Selhelmer,  57  Cal.  623;  compare 
Toby  V.  Oregon  Pae.  R.  R.  Co..  98  Id.  490;  Staples  v.  Mav,  87  id. 
178. 

17  Whitney  v.  Buckman,  26  Oal.  447;  see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro., 
a  564. 

IS  Adams  v,  HaskeU.  6  Cal.  475;  Guardian  Savings  Inst.  v.  Bowl- 
ing Green  S.  I.,  65  Barb.  27.5. 
le  Adams  v.  Haskell.  6  Cal.  475. 
20  See,  also,  O'Mahoney  v.  Belmont,  62  N.  Y.  133. 
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S  589.  DlBcretion  of  court.  The  appointment  of  a  receiver 
rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  upon  a  view  of  all 
the  facts;  one  of  which  is,  that  the  party  asking  the  appoint;,- 
ment  should  make  out  a  prima  facie  case;  and  after  an  ex  parte 
appointment  has  been  made,  the  order  may  be  vacated,  either 
before  or  after  the  trial,  upon  a  proper  showing.^^ 

§  590.  Leave  to  sue  and  be  sued.  Unless  expressly  author- 
ized by  the  statute  under  which  the  appointment  is  made,  a 
receiver  can  not  sue  or  be  sued  without  leave  of  court.^  And 
it  has  been  held  that  the  power  to  collect  is  not  suflBcient  to 
authorize  him  to  sue.^  Notice  of  the  application  to  the  court 
appointing,  for  leave  to  sue  the  receiver,  need  not  be  given  to 
him,  nor  to  the  parties  to  the  action  in  which  he  was  appointed.^ 
Where  leave  to  sue  or  be  sued  is  required  to  be  obtained,  that 
the  same  was  obtained  should  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 
Even  if  this  allegation  is  not  held  necessary  by  the  courts  in 
some  of  the  states,  the  safer  practice  is  to  make  it.^ 

f  591.  Powers,  duties  and  liabilities  of  receiver.  In  Califor- 
nia, the  Code  provides  that  the  receiver  has,  under  the  control 
of  the  court,  power  to  bring  and  defend  actions  in  his  own 
name,  as  receiver;  to  take  and  keep  possession  of  the  property; 
to  receive  rents,  collect  debts;  to  compound  for  and  compromise 
the  same;  to  make  transfers,  and  generally  to  do  such  acts  re- 
specting the  property  as  the  courts  may  authorize.*    The  Code 

21  Cooper  Hill  Min.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  25  Cal.  15;  and  see  Wilson  v. 
Denis,  1  Mont.  98:  Watkins  v.  National  Bank,  51  Kan.  254. 

22  King  V.  Cutts,  24  Wis.  627;  Battle  v.  Davis,  66  N.  C.  252; 
Screven  v.  Clark,  48  Oa.  41;  Miami,  etc.  v.  Gano,  13  Ohio.  269; 
Murphy  V.  Holbrook,  20  Ohio  St.  137;  5  Am.  Rep.  633;  High  on  Rec. 
167:  DeGroot  v.  Jay,  30  Barb.  483;  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  458;  see, 
also,  Davis  v.  Creamery  Co.,  128  Ind.  122;  Brown  v.  Ranch,  1  Wash. 
St.  497;  Martin  v.  Atchison.  2  Idaho,  500. 

23  Screven  v.  Clark,  48  Ga.  41;  King  v.  Cutts,  24  Wis.  627. 

24  Potter  V.  Bunnel,  20  Ohio  St.  150. 

2cS(»ofleld  V.  Doflcher,  72  N.  Y.  491;  W'atts  v.  Everett,  47  Iowa, 
260:  St.  Louis,  etc..  Railway  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  158  111.  366:  see  cofitra, 
a  dictum  In  Finch  v.  Carpenter,  5  Abb.  Pr.  225;  compare  Cal  Code 
Civ.  Pro.,  §  5f)8.  An  application  for  leave  to  sue  the  receiver  of 
an  insolvent  corporation  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court,  and  an  order  denying  such  application  will  be  upheld  un- 
less it  Is  made  to  appear  that  the  discretion  thus  vested  in  the  court 
has  been  abused.    Meeker  v.  Sprague,  5  Wash.  St.  242. 

2BCa].  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  568;  see,  also,  Dennery  v.  Superior  Court, 
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of  Ohio  contains  the  same  provision.^  A  receiver  may  employ 
counsel.^  Upon  the  application  of  the  receiver,  in  the  suit  for 
dissolution,  he  can  obtain  the  necessary  proceedings  for  pro- 
curing a  correct  application  of  the  balance  of  a  judgment  held 
by  the  partnership  against  a  third  party,  after  paying  the  judg- 
ment creditor  of  the  partnership.^  A  receiver  can  pay  out 
nothing,  except  on  an  order  of  the  court;  but  there  are  excep- 
tions to  the  rule;  nor  will  he  be  denied  reimbursement  in  eveiy 
case  in  which  he  neglects  to  obtain  the  order,  especially  in  a 
court  of  equity.*®  It  will  not  be  presumed  that  the  receiver  has 
transcended  his  duties,  and  taken  possession  of  property  to 
which  he  was  not  entitled;  nor  is  the  opposite  party  entitled  to 
have  issues  framed  and  submitted  to  a  referee  or  jury  to  ascer- 
tain the  ownership  of  the  money  in  the  receiver's  hands.*^  A 
receiver  is  personally  liable  to  persons  sustaining  loss  or  injury 
by  or  through  his  own  neglect  or  misconduct;  but  for  the  neglect 
or  misconduct  of  those  employed  by  him  in  performance  of  the 
duties  of  his  trust,  he  is  liable  only  in  his  oflBcial  capacity,  and 
the  judgment  against  him,  if  any,  must  be  made  payable  out  of 
the  funds  in  his  own  hands  as  receiver.*^  In  this  case  it  was 
held,  that  where  a  railroad  was  operated  by  a  receiver,  a  party 
injured  may,  by  leave  of  the  court  appointing  the  receiver,  main- 
tain an  action  against  him  as  such,  for  injuries  sustained,  and 
that  it  is  no  defense  in  such  action  that  the  receiver  was  a 
public  officer,  or  that  he  was  an  agent  or  trustee. 

f  692.  Mining  claims.  The  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  of 
a  mining  claim  may,  where  the  judgment  debtor  remains  in 
possession,  working  the  claim,  and  is  insolvent,  have  a  receiver 
appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  proceeds  during  the  period 
allowed  by  the  statute  for  redemption.^ 

84  Cal.  7;  Pacific  Railway  Oo.  v.  Wade,  91  Id.  449;  25  Am.  St.  Bep. 
201. 

27  Ohio  Code,  §  5590. 

28  Adams  V.  Woods,  8  Cal.  315. 

29  Adams  V.  Hackett.  7  Cal.  187. 

30  Adams  v.  Woods,  15  Oal.  207:  Adams  v.  Haskell,  6  Id.  475. 

31  Whitney  v.  Buckman,  26  Cal.  451. 

32  Camp  V.  Barney,  4  Hun,  373;  see,  also,  Miller  v.  Loeb,  64  Barb. 
454;  Potter  v.  Bunnell,  20  Ohio  St.  151;  Murphy  v.  Holbrook,  Id.  187; 
5  Am.  Hep.  642. 

88  Hill  V.  Taylor,  22  Oal.  191. 
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§  593.  On  application  for  injunction.  If  notice  is  given  of 
an  application  for  an  injunction,  and  the  petition  prays  for  an 
injunction,  the  judge,  on  the  hearing,  may  appoint  a  receiver,  if 
the  facts  make  out  a  proper  case  for  a  receiver,  and  no  objection 
is  made  on  the  ground  of  want  of  notice  of  the  application.^ 

i  594.  Setting  aside  assignment.  Where  a  receiver  brings  an 
action  to  set  aside  an  assignment,  he  must  state  in  his  complaint 
the  equity  of  the  party  whose  rights  he  represents,  to  maintain 
the  action  which  he  attempts  to  prosecute.  A  receiver  in  general 
is  not  clothed  with  any  right  to  maintain  an  action  which  the 
parties  or  the  estate  which  he  represents  could  not  maintain.*^ 
And  he  must  show  a  cause  of  action  existing  in  those  parties.***^ 

f  595.  Suit  against.  A  suit  can  not  be  brought  against  a 
receiver  when  the  judgment  would  disturb  the  receiver's  pos- 
session of  the  property;  nor  can  a  creditor  bring  an  action  against 
him  to  litigate  his  claim.  All  such  questions  may  be  determined 
by  the  court  by  an  intervention  in  the  pending  litigation.^*' 

§  596.  Transfer  to  receiver.  In  California  the  transfer  to  a 
receiver  by  order  of  court  of  the  effects  of  an  insolvent  in  the 
suit  of  a  judgment  creditor,  is  not  an  assignment  absolutely 
void  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1852,  according  to  any  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  but  only  void  against  the  claim  of  cred- 
itors.^ Where  it  appears  that  the  partners,  parties  to  the  suit 
for  a  dissolution,  held  a  judgment  against  a  third  party  which 
was  never  reduced  to  the  possession  nor  under  the  control  of 
the  receiver,  the  appointment  of  the  receiver  would  not  operate 
as  an  assignment  or  transfer  of  any  property  not  so  reduced  to 
possession  within  a  reasonable  time.^ 

S  597.  Vacating  order  of  appointment.  The  pendency  of  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  does  not  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceedings, 
so  as  to  deprive  the  court  of  the  power  of  vacating  an  order 
appointing  a  receiver  made  before  the  trial.**^    The  court  which 

M  Whitney  v.  Buckman,  26  Cal.  447;  compare  Walker  v.  Stone, 
70  Iowa.  103;  Stockton  v.  Railroad  Co.,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  489. 

»0oop€  V.  Bowles.  42  Barb.  87;  S.  O.,  18  Abb.  Pr.  442;  and  28 
How.  Pr.  10. 

Mid. 

37  Spinning  v.  Ohio  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.,  2  Dls.  336. 

88  XajTlee  v.  Lyman,  14  Pal.  4.50. 

89  Adams  v.  Haskell.  6  Cal.  113:  65  Am.  Dec.  491. 

40  Copppr  Hill  Min.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  25  Cal.  15;  Wilson  ▼.  Barney^ 
5  Hun,  257. 
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first  acquires  jurisdiction  and  appoints  a  receiver  of  a  fund,  has 
the  whole  jurisdiction  thereof,  and  is  bound  to  administer  it>^ 

f  598.  The  same  —  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings. 

Form  No.  123, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of  the  property  of  C.  D.,  complainB^ 
and  alleges: 

I.  [State  cause  of  action.] 

II.  Thsit  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  upon  an  application  made  by  L.  M.,  a  judgment 

creditor  of  said  C.  D.,  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tion, and  by  an  order  or  determination  then  duly  made  by  the 
Hon.  G.  H.,  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  for  the  county  of 
,  state  of  ,  the  plaintiff  was  ap- 
pointed receiver  of  the  property  of  said  C.  D. 

III.  That  thereafter,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  he  gave  his  bond,  required  by  said  order,  etc.  [as  in 
preceding  form]. 

IV.  [Allege  permission  to  sue,  as  in  preceding  form.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  609.  Fund  In  hands  of  trustees.  Where  a  complaint  by  a 
receiver,  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings,  alleged  that 
a  fund  was  given  by  will  to  the  defendants  as  trustees,  in  trust, 
to  keep  the  same  invested  and  pay  the  interest  to  the  execution 
debtor  during  his  life;  that  the  defendants  had  collected  interest 
since  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver,  but  refused 
to  pay  the  same  over  to  the  plaintiff,  but  did  not  aver  that  any 
part  of  the  interest  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  as  a 
surplus  above  what  was  necessary  for  the  debtor's  support;  it 
was  held  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.*^  The  interest  of  the  debtor  in 
the  income  of  the  fund  under  such  a  trust  is  only  subject  to 
the  claims  of  creditors  to  the  extent  of  a  surplus  over  and  above 
what  is  necessary  or  proper  for  his  maintenance  and  support. 
The  court  can  not  infer  that  such  a  surplus  exists.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  pleader  to  show  by  proper  averments  that  such  facte 
exist.**® 

41  O'Mafaoney  ▼.  Belmont  62  N.  T.  138. 

42  Graff  Y.  Bennett,  31  N.  Y.  9;  88  Am.  Deo.  2061 
4»ld. 
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S  600.  Buppleznentary  proceedings.  In  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution  the  court  may  appoint  a  receiver  when 
it  has  all  the  parties  before  it.^ 

i  001.  Another  form  —  Betting  out  proceedinge  at  length. 

Form  No.  124, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff^  as  receiver  of  the  property  of  C.  D.,  complains^ 
and  alleges: 

L  That  £.  F.  and  6.  H.,  of  San  Francisco,  state  of  California, 
survivors  of  C.  D.,  deceased,  in  an  action  brought  by  them  in  the 

Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  state  of  California, 

against  J.  K.,  obtained  judgment  against  the  defendant  in  that 
action,  on,  etc.,  for  the  sum  of,  etc.,  which  judgment  was  en- 
tered by  the  clerk  of  the  county  of ,  on  the  day  afore- 
said, and  the  roll  filed  and  judgment  docketed  in  said  clerk's 
office  on  that  day. 

II.  That  on,  etc.,  an  execution  therefor  was  duly  issued  and 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  said  county  of ,  command- 
ing him  to  make  said,  etc.,  with  interest  from,  etc.,  and  make 
return  of  his  doings  in  the  premises;  that  said  sheriff  afterwards, 
and  on,  etc.,  returned  said  execution  to  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  county  of ,  with  his  return  thereon  indorsed,  show- 
ing the  execution  wholly  unsatisfied. 

III.  That  afterwards,  and  on,  etc.,  the  plaintiff  in  said  action 
caused  an  affidavit  to  be  made,  setting  forth  the  above  facts,  as 
to  obtaining  said  judgment,  the  filing  of  transcript,  the  issuing 
and  return  of  said  execution,  and  that  the  said  judgment  re- 
mained wholly  unsatisfied,  and  presented  the  same  to  Hon. 

J.  D.,  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  on 

the  same  day,  who  thereupon,  and  on,  etc.,  made  an  order  re- 
quiring said  judgment  debtor  to  appear  before  L.  M.,  Esq., 
referee  thereby  appointed,  at  the  office  of  said  L.  M.,  in,  etc.. 

on,  etc.,  at  ....  o'clock  in  the noon,  to  testify  concemirc: 

his  property;  and  said  N.  0.  by  said  order  was  further  forbidden 
to  transfer,  or  in  any  manner  dispose  of,  or  interfere  with  any 
property,  moneys,  or  things  in  action  belonging  to  him  until 
further  order  in  the  premises. 

IV.  That  said  order  was  personally  served  on  said  defendant 
on  the  same  day,  and  said  defendant  appeared  before  said 

44  Hathaway  v.  Bradd,  26  Oal.  586;  see  McDowell  v.  BeU,  86  Id. 
015. 
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referee  at  the  time  and  place  in  said  order  specified^  and  sever- 
ally  submitted  to  an  examination  under  oath^  and  testified  as  to 
his  property,  which  examination  was  on  the  same  day,  by  said 
referee,  certified  to  said  judge,  who,  thereupon,  by  an  order, 
appointed  A.  B.,  of,  etc.,  this  plaintiff,  receiver  of  all  the  debts, 
property,  effects,  equitable  interests,  and  things  in  action  oi 
said  C.  D.,  and  further  ordered  this  plaintiff,  before  entering 
upon  the  execution  of  his  trust,  to  execute  to  the  clerk^  of  this 
court  a  bond,  with  sufficient  sureties,  to  be  by  said  judge  ap- 
proved, in  the  penal  sum  of dollars,  conditioned  for  the 

faithful  performance  and  discharge  of  the  duties  of  such  trust, 
and  that  this  plaintiff,  upon  filing  such  bond  in  the  office  of  the 

clerk  of  the  county  of ,  be  invested  with  all  rights  ajid 

powers  as  receiver  according  to  law.  The  said  C.  D.  was  therein 
and  thereby  enjoined  and  restrained  from  making  any  disposi- 
tion of  or  interfering  with  his  property,  equitable  interests, 
things  in  action,  or  any  of  them,  except  in  obedience  to  said 
order,  until  further  order  in  the  premises. 

V.  That  on,  etc,  he  executed  a  bond  with  sureties,  as  re- 
quired by  said  order,  and  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  court, 
which  was  approved  by  said  judge,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  of,  etc. 

VI.  [Allege  cause  of  action.]^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  602.  By  receiver  of  disBolved  corporatiozi. 

Form  No.  125, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of  the company,  complains, 

and  alle^res: 

I.   [State  a  cause  of  action  accruing  to  th^  corporation.] 

TI.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  at , 

upon  an  application  made  upon  occasion  of  the  insolvency  of 

the  said   company  [or  state  any  other  reason  which 

may  exist],  and  by  an  order  of  the  Hon ,  jud^e  of  the 

Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  state  of  California, 

4»rnder  section  567,  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  un- 
dertakinp  must  l>e  made  to  such  person  and  in  such  sum  as  the 
court  or  judcrc  may  direct.  The  allegation  of  the  making;  and  filing 
of  the  bond  should  follow  the  order  of  the  court  or  judge  directlngr 
the  bond  to  be  riven. 

46  The  above  form  is  substantiallv  from  McCairs  Forms,  270.  See 
Cal.  Code.  §  564,  subd.  S;  N.  Y.  Code,  §  244,  subd.  5. 
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the  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  property,  and  effects, 

^^d  things  in  action  of  the  said company,  pursuant  to 

statute. 

III.  [Allege  qualification  and  permission  to  sue  as  in  form 
No.  121.] 

[Demand-  Of  Judgment.] 

f  e03.  Ooeaslon  of  diMolutioiL  The  occasion  of  the  dissolu- 
tion should  be  shown.'*'^ 

f  GOC  By  recelTor  of  Mutual  Insuranoe  Oompany  on  prcoiiua 
note. 

Form  No,  126, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff,  as  receiyer  of  the company, 

<!omplains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the Insurance  Company  was  at  the  time 

hereinafter  mentioned  a  mutual  insurance  company,  duly  in- 
corporated as  such  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  this  state,  entitled  [title  of  act],  and  was  duly  organized 
under  said  act,  to  make,  etc.     [State  object  of  incorporation.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  Gen- 
eral Term  of  the  Superior  Court,  ih  and  for  the  county  of , 

state  of  California,  this  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver  of  the 
stock,  property,  things  in  action,  and  effects  of  the  said  company 
[upon  the  occasion  of  its  voluntary  dissolution,  or  otherwise.] 

III.  That  thereafter,  and  prior  to  the day  of , 

18. . .,  the  plaintiff  gave  the  requisite  security  as  said  receiver, 
and  filed  the  same  in  the  clerk^s  office  of  the  said  county  of 

,  and  thereupon  entered  upon  the  duties  of  his  office 

as  such  receiver,  and  is  now,  as  said  receiver,  in  possession  of 
the  stock,  property,  things  in  action,  and  effects  of  the  said 
corporation. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  made  his  certain  note  in  writing, 
commonly  called  a  premium  note;  and,  at  the  date  in  said  note 
mentioned,  delivered  the  said  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy,  to  the  said company.     [Copy  note.] 

V.  That  said  policy  of  insurance  expired  in  one  year  from 
the  date  thereof,  and  said  note  formed  part  of  the  capital  stock 

47  oniet  V.  Falrchlld.  4  Den.  80;  see  Tuckerman  v.  Brown,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  .389.  Power  of  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver  upon  the  dis- 
solution of  a  corporation.  See  People  v.  Superior  Oourt,  100  OaL 
119;  Insurance  Co.  v.  San  Francisco,  101  Id.  135. 

Vol.  1—53 
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of  said  company^  and  which  said  policy  of  insurance  was  issued 
and  delivered  to  the  said  defendant  at  the  date  mentioned  in 
the  said  note^  and  thereby  the  said  defendant  became  a  member 
of  said  company^  down  to  and  including  the  time  for  which 
said  note  was  assessed  by  said  plaintiff  as  said  receiver^  to  pay 
the  losses  and  liabilities  of  said  company,  incurred  whilst  said 
policy  and  note  were  in  full  force  and  effect. 

VI.  That  after  he  had  entered  on  the  duties  as  said  receiver, 
he  ascertained  the  amount  of  the  losses  by  risks,  and  other 

liabilities  of  said  company;  and  as  said  receiver,  at 

aforesaid,  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  did  settle  and 

determine  the  sums  to  be  paid  by  the  several  members  of  said 
company,  as  their  respective  portions  of  such  losses  and  lia- 
bilities, in  proportion  to  the  unpaid  amount  of  his  or  their 
deposit  note  or  notes,  agreeably  to  the  charter  and  by-laws  of 
said  company,  and  did  thereafter  on  said  note  assess  the  sum  so 
settled  and  determined  upon  to  be  paid  by  the  several  members 
of  said  company,  liable  to  be  assessed  therefor. 

VII.  That  after  the  making  of  the  said  assessment,  as  said 
receiver,  he  published  notice  thereof  in  the ,  a  news- 
paper published  in  the  county  of ,  once  in  each  week 

for days,  commencing  on  the day  of 

18. . .,  and  that  previous  to  the day  of ,  18. . ., 

he  caused  notice  to  be  served  on  each  person  assessed,  of  the 
amount  so  settled,  determined,  and  assessed  to  be  paid  by  him 
on  his  premium  note,  by  depositing  such  notice  in  the  post- 
office  at ,  directed  to  each  person  assessed  at  his  place 

of  residence,  as  far  as  such  place  of  residence  could  be  ascertained 
from  the  books  of  said  company,  requiring  said  assessment  to 
be  paid  in days  after  service  of  such  notice. 

VIII.  That  at  a  term  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of 

,  held  at  the  courthouse,  in  the  city  and  county  of 

San  Francisco,  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  the 

aforesaid  assessment,  so  made  by  said  receiver  on  the  premium 
notes  of  the  members  of  said  company,  was  ratified  and  con- 
firmed, and  the  said  receiver  authorized  and  directed  by  said 
court  to  bring  suits  against  the  several  members  of  said  com- 
pany, who  have  refused  or  neglected  to  make  payment  of  the 
amount  so  assessed  by  plaintiff  to  be  paid  on  their  respective 
premium  notes. 

IX.  That  the  said  defendant's  note  aforesaid  was  assessed, 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  to  the  amount  of dollars^ 
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and  said  assessment  was  made  for  losses  or  damages  by  risks  on 
life  [or  otherwise]  and  expenses  accrued  to  said  company  only 
while  said  note  and  policy  of  insurance  therein  mentioned  were 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

X.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  assessment^  or 
any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]*® 

1 604a.  Receivers  —  questions  of  pleading.  In  an  action  by  the 
receiver  of  an  insolvent  bank  against  its  oflBcers,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  losses  occasioned  by  alleged  illegal  loans,  a  mere  alle- 
gation that  they  made  illegal  loans  will  not  show  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  oflBcers,  but  it  is  essential  to  allege  the  non- 
payment of  the  loans  in  question,  from  which  the  damage  to 
the  plaintiff  may  be  inferred.'*® 

A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  judgment  creditor  asking  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  an  insolvent  corporation,  is 
not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  fails  to  allege  that  the  judg- 
ment debtor  has  no  other  property  out  of  which  the  plaintiff 
could  satisfy  his  judgment,  when  it  states  that  the  defendant 
is  in  failing  circumstances,  and  that  it  has  more  judgments 
already  rendered  against  it  than  it  can  pay.*^  Where  a  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  business  of  a  railroad  company  was  con- 
trolled and  managed  by  a  receiver  at  the  time  a  contract  was 
entered  into  with  the  plaintiff,  a  contention  on  demurrer  to 
the  complaint  that  the  receiver  had  no  power  to  make  the  con- 
tract is  without  merit,  the  want  of  authority  not  appearing.  It 
can  not  be  assumed  that  the  contract  was  made  in  violation 
of  his  authority,  until  his  authority  in  the  premises  is  shown.'* 

48  Such  a  complaiDt  must  show  the  liabilities  of  the  company. 
Thomas  v.  Whallon,  31  Barb.  172. 

49  Knapp  V.  Roche.  94  N.  Y.  329. 

BOWhltehouse  v.  Point  Defiance,  etc.,  Railway  Co..  9  Wash.  St. 
558.  Alle^tions  of  a  bill  In  chancery  sufficient  to  authorize  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  of  a  church  corporation.  See  United  States 
T.  Church,  etc..  5  Utah,  361. 

01  Bayles  v.  Kansas  Pac.  Railway  CO.,  13  Col.  181. 


STJBDIYISION  SEOOKD. 

IN  ACTIONS  FOB  DEBT. 


CHAPTEB  L 

▲COOX7NT8. 


f  605.  For  monty  due  on  an  account. 

Form  No.  127. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of and  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  de- 
livered to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  certain  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise. 

II.  That  the  same  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  606.  The  aame  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  128. 
The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of dollars,  upon  an  account  of  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  at , 

between  the day  of ,  and  the day  of 

II.  That  the  same  became  due  and  payable  on  the day 

of ,  18. .,  but  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor 

any  part  thereof  [if  there  have  been  payments,  add  "  except  the 
sum  of dollars  ^^]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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§  007.  Essential  avennents.  At  the  common  law^  an  allega- 
tion in  an  action  on  an  account^  that  the  defendant  is  indebted 
to  plaintiff  in  the  sum,  etc.,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  on, 
etc.,  and  that  there  was  then  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defend- 
ant said  sum,  implies  a  contract,  a  promise  to  pay,  and  that 
the  period  when  the  same  was  promised  to  be  paid  had  expired, 
and  constitutes  a  good  indebitatus  count  in  debt.^  An  aver- 
ment of  request  is  not  necessary.^  The  allegation  of  value  is 
material.'  But  an  implied  promise  to  pay  is  matter  of  law, 
and  should  not  be  pleaded.*  Where  a  demand  would  be  neces- 
sary if  the  plaintiff  sued  for  damages  for  conversion,  he  must 
aver  a  demand  where  he  sues  upon  the  implied  contract,  waiv- 
ing the  tort.^  A  contract  to  pay  generally,  and  without  time 
or  terms  specified,  creates  a  debt  payable  presently,  and  no 
previous  call  or  demand  of  payment  is  required,  and  none  need 
be  averred.  Bringing  the  action  is  a  sufficient  demand.®  On 
an  agreement  to  pay  on  request,  though  no  request  is  necessary 
if  the  promisor  be  the  principal  debtor,  it  is  necessary  if  he  is 
a  surety.'' 

I  eo8.  Items  of  account.  In  California  and  many  of  the 
other  Code  states,  the  Code  contains  the  following  provision: 
"  It  is  not  necessary  for  a  party  to  set  iorth  in  a  pleading  the 
items  of  an  account  therein  alleged,  but  he  must  deliver  to  the 
adverse  party,  within  five  days  after  demand  thereof,  in  writing, 
a  copy  of  the  account,  or  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence 
thereof.  The  court,  or  a  -judge  thereof,  or  a  county  judge,  may 
order  a  further  account  where  the  one  delivered  is  too  general, 
or  is  defective  in  any  particular."®    If  the  account  as  delivered 

I I  Chit.  PI.  345;  2  Id.  142;  Emery  v.  Fell,  2  T.  R.  28;  Allen  v. 
Patterson,  7  N.  Y.  479;  see,  also,  Hughes  v.  Woosley,  15  Mo.  492, 
as  to  form  of  complaint  on  an  account. 

3  Acome  V.  American  Mineral  Oo.,  11  How.  Pr.  24. 

3  Gregory  v.  Wright,  11  Abb.  Pr.  417. 

4Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  22fL 

6  Spoor  V.  Newell,  3  Hill,  307. 

6  Lake  Ontario,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mason,  16  N.  Y.  451. 

^  Nelson  v.  Bostwick,  5  Hill,  37;  40  Am.  Dec.  310. 

sOal.  Ck)de  Civ.  Pro.,  §  454;  Oonner  v.  Hutchinson,  17  Oal.  281;  P. 
Tool  Co.  V.  Prader,  32  id.  638;  Rogers  v.  Duff,  97  id.  68;  FarweU  v. 
Murray,  104  id.  464;  Wise  v.  Hogan,  77  id.  184;  Goodrich  v.  James,  1 
Wend.  289;  N.  Y.  Code,  §  531;  Wis.  R.  S.,  chap.  125,  §  20;  Minn. 
Code  Pro.,  §  92;  Col.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  64;  Nev.  Comp.  L.,  $  1119; 
N.  C.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  118:  S.  C.  Code  Pro.,  §  181;  Florida  Code 
CHt.  Pro.,  §  108.    In  other  states  the  copy  of  the  account  must  be 
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is  not  satisfactory^  and  the  other  party  intends  to  object  to  the 
introduction  of  evidence  on  the  subject,  an  order  for  its  exclu- 
sion should  be  obtained  previous  to  the  trial.®  A  count  for  the 
value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  plaintiff's  land  does  not  pre- 
vent a  claim  upon  which  a  bill  of  particulars  can  be  required.^^ 

In  an  action  to  recover  many  items  of  demand  claimed  by 
one  and  the  same  right,  the  items  may  be,  for  the  sake  of  brev- 
ity and  convenience,  thrown  into  one  count.^^  If  the  action  be 
in  fact  for  an  accounting,  it  may  be  treated  as  one  cause  of 
action  of  an  equitable  nature,  and  stated  accordingly.^ 

I  609.  Mutual,  open,  and  current  account  —  set-off.  A  ^'  mu- 
tual, open,  and  current  account,  where  there  have  been  recipro- 
cal demands,''  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
is  one  consisting  of  demands  upon  which  each  party  respectively 
might  maintain  an  action.^^  If  all  the  items  on  one  side  of 
the  account  were  intended  by  the  parties  as  payment  or  credits 
on  account,  it  is  not  a  mutual,  open,  and  current  account  where 
there  are  reciprocal  demands.**  So  where  one  party  is  selling 
to  the  other  party  goods  from  time  to  time,  and  charging  the 
same,  and  the  other  gives  him  the  money,  which  he  credits  on 
the  account  as  payment,  the  credit  does  not  make  the  account 
mutual  within  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  each  item  is 
barred  in  two  years  after  its  delivery.*^  But  where  the  defend- 
ants delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  an  article  of  personal  property, 
for  which  the  latter  gave  the  former  credit  at  a  specified  valua- 
tion, a  mutual  account  was  created.*®  In  Nevada,  it  was  de- 
cided that  such  a  credit  would  not  constitute  a  mutual  account 
consisting  of  reciprocal  demands,  but  it  would  create  a  mutual 
account  if  delivered  without  any  understanding  that  it  should 

either  attached  to  or  Incorporated  in  the  pleading.  The  complaint 
In  an  action  In  a  Justice's  Court,  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  an 
account  for  money  borrowed  on  a  certain  day,  is  sufflcient  in  the 
absence  of  a  demurrer.  Montgomery  v.  Superior  Court,  68  Cal.  407. 
»  Kellogg  V.  Paine,  8  How.  Pr.  829. 

10  Moore  v.  Bates,  46  Cal.  30. 

11  Longworthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  115. 

12  Adams  v.  HoUey,  12  How.  Pr.  326;  see  Blanchard  ▼.  Jefferson. 
28  Abb.  N.  O.  236. 

18  Warren  v.  Sweeney,  4  Nev.  101. 

14  Id.:  Purvis  v.  Kroner,  18  Oreg.  414;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Phelan,  58 
Wis.  254. 
16  Adams  v.  Patterson,  35  Cal.  122. 
26  Norton  v.  Larco,  80  Gal.  132. 
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be  applied  as  payment.  ^^  Mutual  accounts  are  made  up  of 
matters  of  set  off^  where  there  is  an  existing  debt  on  the  one 
aide  and  a  credit  on  the  other;  or  where  there  is  an  understand- 
ings express  or  implied^  that  mutual  debts  shall  be  satisfied  or 
set  off  pro  tanto.  A  payment  made  on  an  account  and  not  in- 
tended as  a  set-off  pro  tanto,  does  not  make  a  mutual  account. 
Striking  a  balance  converts  the  set-off  into  a  payment.  And 
until  such  balance  is  struck  a  mutual  account  exists.^^ 

I  610.  Joint  adventure.  A  bill  for  an  account  is  the  proper 
remedy  for  the  settlement  of  the  proceeds  of  a  joint  adventure, 
where,  in  consideration  of  an  outiit  and  advances  made  by 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  agreed  to  account  for  and  pay  over  a 
proportion  of  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  and  speculation  of  every 
kind  for  a  certain  f)eriod  of  time,  although  the  parties  may  not 
have  been  technically  partners.  Nor  is  it  a  misjoinder  of  causes 
of  action  to  demand  in  the  same  action,  that  defendant  account 
for  and  refund  a  proportion  of  the  outfit  and  advances  made  by 
plaintiff  as  agreed  in  same  contract.** 

I  611.  Partners.  An  action  of  accoimt  at  law  may  be  brought 
by  one  partner  against  another,*^  in  any  business.^ 

9  612.  Bunning  accounts.  In  suits  on  running  account,  the 
whole  should  be  included  in  a  single  action.^  Various  items 
of  an  account,  though  accrued  at  different  times,  may  be  united." 

IT  Warren  v.  Sweeney,  4  Nev.  101. 

IS  Norton  v.  Lareo,  30  Oal.  126;  and  see  Stokes  v.  Taylor.  104  N. 
O.  8M. 

10  Oarr  v.  Redman,  6  Gal.  574;  and  see  Blanchard  v.  Jefferson,  28 
Abb.  N.  O.  236. 

»06.  LItt  171;  1  Montg.  on  PI.  45;  Duncan  v.  I^yon,  3  Johns. 
Ch.  351;  8  Am.  Dee.  513;  Atwater  v.  Fowler,  1  Edw.  Ch.  417;  Ogden 
T.  Astor,  4  Sandf.  313. 

21  Bee  Lanfair  v.  Lanfalr,  18  Pick.  299;  overruling  dicta  In  Mc- 
Murray  v.  Rawson,  3  HIU,  50;  see,  also,  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  3  Barb.  419. 

2S  Guernsey  v.  Carver,  8  Wend.  492;  24  Am.  Dec.  60;  Bonsey  v. 
Wordsworth,  36  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  283;  18  a  B.  325;  Wood  v.  Perry, 
3  Exeh.  442. 

2SDOWS  V.  Hotchklss,  10  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  281;  Adams  v.  HoUey, 
12  How.  Pr.  326.  As  to  when  separate  accounts  between  the  same 
parties  are  separate  causes  of  action,  and,  therefore,  must  be 
separately  stated,  see  Phillips  v.  Berlck,  16  Johns.  136;  8  Am.  Dec. 
299;  Stevens  v.  Lockwood,  13  Wend.  644;  28  Am.  Dec.  492;  Staples 
V.  Goodrich,  21  Barb.  317;  and  Longworthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
115. 
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§  613.  When  action  lies.  The  action  of  account  lies  between 
merchants  between  whom  there  is  a  privity.^  Against  an  at- 
torney for  money  received  from  his  client.^  By  a  cestui  que 
trust,  against  trustee  appointed  by  will  for  an  account.^  By 
receiver  against  his  deputy.^  So,  by  a  sheriff  against  his 
deputy.^  Against  a  receiver  appointed  to  receive  rents  and 
debts  of  another  * 

f  614.  Sufficiency  of  common  counts.  The  courts  of  almost 
all  the  states,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two,  uphold  the 
sufficiency  of  the  common  counts,  in  actions  under  the  Code, 
in  all  cases  where  such  forms  were  sufficient  at  common  law.*^ 
In  Minnesota  and  Oregon  the  use  of  the  common  count  in  such 
connection  is  not  permitted.** 

9  616.  Bj  an  assignee  on  an  account. 

Form  No.  I2g, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  city  of 

,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  E.  F.  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  on  an  account  for  money  lent  by  said  E.  F. 

to  said  defendant,  and  for  money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended 
by  said  E.  F.  to  and  for  use  of  said  defendant,  and  at  his  request. 

a*  2  Greenl.  Er.  35;  1  Ctom.  Dig.,  Ac.  A.  B. 

»  Breedin  v.  Kingland,  4  Watts,  420;  3  Ghit  383. 

26Bredln  v.  Deven;  2  Watts,  95. 

27 1  Roll.  118-120;  1  Com.  Dig.  191. 

Mid. 

» 1  Oom.  Dig.  190;  1  Roll.  116;  6  Mod.  92L 

80  Abadie  v.  Carrillo,  32  Gal.  172;  Wilkins  v.  Stidger,  22  id.  285; 
Magee  y.  Kast,  49  id.  141;  Merritt  v.  Glidden,  38  id.  559;  2  Am.  Rep. 
479;  Pavislch  v.  Bean,  48  Cal.  364;  Ourran  v.  Ourran,  40  Ind.  473; 
Johnson  y.  Kilgore,  39  id.  147;  OommlssionerB  y.  Verbarg,  63  id. 
107;  Bouslog  y.  Garrett  39  id.  338;  Noble  y.  Burton,  id.  206;  Gwalt- 
ney  y.  Cannon,  31  id.  227;  Raymond  y.  Hanford,  6  N.  Y.  S.  O.  312; 
Fells  y.  Vestvali,  2  Keyes,  152;  Ball  y.  Fulton  Co.,  31  Ark.  379; 
Jones  y.  Mlal.  82  N.  C.  252;  Emslie  y.  Leayenworth,  20  Kan. 
562;  Allen  y.  Patterson,  7  N.  Y.  476;  57  Am.  Dec.  542;  Meagher 
y.  Morgan,  3  Kan.  372;  Clark  y.  Fensky,  id.  389;  Carroll  y.  Pool's 
Ex*rs,  16  Mo.  226;  Farron  y.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227;  Hosley  y. 
Black,  28  id.  438;  Hurst  v.  Litchfield.  39  id.  377;  Queen  y.  Gilbert. 
21  Wis.  395;  Grannis  y.  Hooker.  29  id.  65;  White  Pine  County  Bank 
y.  Sadler,  19  Ney.  98. 

81  Foerster  y.  Kirkpatrick,  2  Minn.  210;  Bowen  y.  Bmmerson,  %■ 
Oreg.  452. 
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U.  That  thereafter  said  E.  F.  ajssigned  said  indebtedness  to 
this  plaintiff^  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof.^ 

[Demand  op  Judohekt.] 

I  616.  On  an  account  stated. 

Form  No.  ijo, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

an  account  was  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 

and  upon  such  statement  a  balance  of dollars  was 

found  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant. 

II.  That  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
balance  of dollars. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  617.  Essential  averments.  Where  the  parties  to  an  ac- 
count have  examined  it,  and  agreed  upon  a  certain  sum  of  money 
as  the  balance  justly  due  thereon  from  one  party  to  the  other, 
then  such  account  has  become  an  account  stated,  and  an  action 
thereon  is  not  founded  upon  the  original  items,  but  upon  tlie 
balance  ascertained  by  the  accounting.^  The  material  allega- 
tions in  such  action  are:  1.  That  plaintiff  and  defendant  came 
to  an  accounting  together;  2.  On  such  accounting  defendant 
was  found  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  specified  sum;  3. 
Which  defendant  promised  to  pay;  4.  And  has  not  paid.  What 
constitutes  an  account  stated  is  a  question  of  law.^  An  aver- 
ment that  one  party  made  a  statement  of  an  account  and  de- 
livered it  to  the  other,  who  made  no  objection  to  it,  is  not  an 
averment  that  an  account  was  stated  between  them.     At  most, 

33  Ab  to  actions  by  an  assi^ee,  see  S  349,  ante. 

88  Benites  v.  Bicknell,  2  West  Ck>ast  Rep.  359;  Orr  v.  Hopkins.  1 
id.  157;  Hendy  v.  March,  75  Cal.  566;  Coffee  v.  Williams,  103  id. 
550;  McCarthy  v.  Mt.  Teoarte.  etc.,  Co.,  Ill  Id.  328;  Holmes  v.  Pajje, 
19  Oreg.  232;  and  see  Truman  v.  Owens,  17  Id.  523;  Nostrand  v. 
Ditmls,  127  N.  Y.  355;  Auzerals  v.  Naglee,  74  Cal.  60;  Kingsley  v. 
Matcher.  56  Hun,  547. 

84ix)ckwood  V.  Thome,  11  N.  Y.  170;  62  Am.  Dec.  81;  Graham  v. 
Camman,  13  How.  Pr.  361.  An  account  can  not  be  stated  with 
reference  to  a  debt  payable  on  a  contingency.  Baird  v.  Crank,  98 
CaL  298. 
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these  are  matters  of  evidence^  tending  to  show^  but  not  conclu- 
sively^'an  account  stated.^  Where^  after  the  death  of  one  part- 
ner^ an  account  is  stated  between  defendant  and  the  copartner- 
ship^ admitting  a  balance  due  by  him  for  goods  sold  in  the  life- 
time of  the  deceased^  the  surviving  partner  may  recover  without 
averring  the  death  of  the  other  partner,  and  the  survivorship.** 
A  complaint  stating  that  whereas  said  defendant  was  justly 
indebted  to  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  for 
money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
said  defendant,  and  at  his  special  instance  and  request,  to-wit, 
at,  etc.,  and  on  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1857,  and  in  the  sum  of 
three  thousand  dollars,  for  money  found  to  be  due  from  the  de- 
fendant to  plaintiffs  on  an  account  then  stated  between  them; 
and  the  said  defendant  being  so  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  after- 
wards, to-wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  place  afore- 
said, undertook,  and  faithfully  promised  the  plaintiffs,  to  pay 
the  same,  etc.,  and  that  said  sum  is  due  and  unpaid,  sufficiently 
states  a  cause  of  action.^  A  complaint,  although  it  refers  to 
an  account,  should  indicate  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
claim,  and  the  period  within  which  it  arose.^ 

§  618.  Account,  how  stated,  and  effect  of.  The  mere  ren- 
dering of  an  account  does  not  make  a  stated  one.  Yet  if  it 
is  received,  its  correctness  admitted,  balance  claimed,  or  offer 
made  to  pay,  it  becomes  a  stated  account.^  An  account  in 
writing,  showing  a  balance,  or  that  there  is  none,  does  not  re- 
quire a  signature  to  make  it  a  stated  account.*®  •  And  it  is  not 
affected  by  its  balance  being  introduced  into  a  subsequent  ac- 
count. The  complaint  must  show  a  demand  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  acceded  to  by  the  defendant.*^  Where  a  party  receives 
an  account,  and  keeps  it  for  a  reasonable  time  without  objecting 
to  it,  he  will  be  considered  as  acquiescing  in  it,  and  it  will  have 
the  force  of  an  account  stated.**    But  where  a  merchant  sends 

»B  Emery  v.  Pea«e,  20  N.  Y.  62.  * 

8«  Homes  v.  DeCamp,  1  Johns.  34;  3  Am.  Dec.  206. 

37  De  Witt  V.  Porter,  13  Cal.  171.    An  express  promise  to  pay  need 
not  be  proved.    Claire  v.  Claire,  10  Neb.  54. 

38  Farcy  v.  Lee.  10  Abb.  Pr.  143. 
3©  Toland  v.  Spraprue,  12  Pet.  300. 
40  Baker  v.  Riddle,  Baldw.  394. 
«  Terry  v.  Sickles.  13  Cal.  427. 

43  Towsley  v.  Dcnlson,  45  Barb.  490;  Fleischner  v.  Rnbli,  20  Oreg. 
329:  Kent  v.  HI(?hleyman,  28  Mo.  App.  614;  Eichel  v.  Sawyer,  44 
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an  account  current  to  another  residing  in  a  different  country, 
and  he  keeps  it  through  two  years  without  making  an  objection, 
it  becomes  an  account  stated.^  Long  acquiescence  makes  an 
account  an  account  stated.^  The  statement  of  an  account  is 
not  conclusive,  but  throws  upon  the  party  claiming  error  the 
burden  of  proving  it.*®  But  if  there  have  been  mutual  com- 
promises, it  will  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  pais,^  Where  ac- 
counts bear  upon  their  face  "  audited  and  approved,"  and  "  cer- 
tified to  be  correct,"  they  become  instruments  of  writing 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  are  not  barred  by  that 
portion  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  applying  to  accounts.'*'^ 
An  account  between  merchant  and  merchant,  closed  by  ces- 
sation of  mutual  dealings,  does  not,  therefoi;e,  become  an  ac- 
count stated.*^  An  account  stated  alters  the  nature  of  the 
original  indebtedness,  and  has  the  effect  of  a  new  promise.*® 
The  rule  in  matters  of  account  is  applicable  to  a  private  corpo- 
rate body,  engaged  in  trade,  and  conducting  its  affairs  by  officers 
and  agents.*^  Where  an  account  stated  is  assented  to,  either 
expressly  or  impliedly,  it  becomes  a  new  contract,  and  an  ac- 
tion upon  it  is  not  founded  upon  the  original  items,  but  upon 
the  balance  agreed  to  by  the  parties.  But  an  accounted  stated, 
in  order  to  constitute  a  contract,  should  appear  to  be  something 
more  than  a  mere  memorandum,  and  should  show  upon  its  face 
with  clearness  and  certainty  that  it  was  intended  to  be  a  final 
settlement  up  to  date.*^^  An  allegation  that  one  party  made  a 
statement-  of  an  account  and  delivered  it  to  another,  who  made 
no  objection  to  it,  is  not  an  allegation  that  an  account  was 
stated  between  them.®^  And  although  a  paper  offered  in  evi- 
dence for  a  particular  purpose  may  be  an  account  stated,  yet  if 

Fed:  Rep.  863;  Martyn  v.  Arnold,  36  Fla.  446;  Brodnax:  v.  Stelnhardt, 
48  La.  Ann.  682. 

43  Freeland  v.  Heron,  7  Cranch,  147. 

44  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  526;  Sehettler  v.  Smith,  34  N.  Y.  Supr.  Ot. 
<2  J.  &  Sp.)  17;  Stenton  v.  Jerome.  54  N.  Y.  480. 

45  MassachuBettB  Life  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Carpenter,  4&  N.  Y.  668. 

46  Keck  V.  Bonltz,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  117. 

47  SanDickson  v.  Brown,  5  Cal.  57. 

4d  MandevlUe  v.  Wilson,  5  Cranch,  15. 

4«  Carey  v.  P.  &  C.  Petroleum  Co.,  33  Oal.  604;  Holmes  v.  De 
Camp,  1  Johns.  34;  3  Am.  Dec.  293;  Allen  v.  Stevens,  1  N.  Y.  Leg., 
Obfl.  359. 

w  Bradley  v.  Richardson,  2  Blatchf.  343. 

31  Coffee  V.  WlUlams,  103  Cal.  550. 

62  St.  Louis,  etc..  Bottling  Oo.  v.  Colorado  Nat.  Bank,  8  Col.  70. 
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it  has  not  been  pleaded  and  relied  upon  by  either  party  as  such^ 
it  can  not  control  or  limit  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  an  ac- 
count stated.** 

I  619.  The  same^  <<  «rtars  excepted."  An  account  in  writings 
examined  and  signed,  will  be  deemed  a  stated  account,  notwith- 
standing it  contains  the  phrase  "  errors  excepted."**  Accounts 
stated  may  be  opened,  and  the  whole  account  taken  de  novo, 
for  gross  mistake  in  some  cases;  but  only  when  the  error  affects 
all  the  items  of  the  transaction.^  And  when  a  party  goes  into 
particulars  he  is  confined  to  those  items  improperly  charged, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  account  must  stand.^ 

I  620.  Opening  an  account  stated.  When  an  account  is  set- 
tled by  the  parties  themselves,  their  adjustment  is  final  and 
conclusive,*^^  even  as  to  the  guarantor.^  It  is  not  at  all  im- 
portant that  the  account  be  m^de  out  by  one  party  against  the 
other.  When  a  consignor  rendered  an  account  to  the  consignee, 
it  was  a  stated  account  from  the  time  the  consignor  demanded 
payment  of  the  balance.**  So  where  the  agent  presented  the 
account.**^  The  practice  of  opening  accounts  stated  is  not  en- 
couraged, and  should  only  be  done  on  clear  proof  of  error  or 
mistake.**  But  fraud  is  a  sufficient  ground  to  open  an  account 
stated.*^    The  effect  of  surcharging  and  falsifying  an  account  is 

M  Bump  V.  Cooper,  20  Oreg.  527. 

M  Branner  v.  Cbevaller,  9  Cel.  353;  Troup  v.  Halght,  Ho^k.  272. 

M  Branger  v.  Chevalier,  9  Cal.  353;  Hagar  v.  Thomson,  1  Black,  80. 

B6Branger  v.  Chevalier,  9  Oal.  353;  Perklne  v.  Hart,  11  Wheat 
237;  and  see  Auzerais  v.  Naglee,  74  OaL  60;  Devermcm  v.  Shaw,  69 
Md.  199;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  422. 

w  Hager  v.  Thomson,  1  Black,  80. 

M  Bullock  V.  Boyd,  2  Edw.  Ch.  293. 

6»  Toland  v.  Sprague,  12  Pet.  300. 

00  Willis  V.  Femegan,  2  Atk.  251;  Denton  v.  Shellard,  2  Yes.  sen. 
239;  Murray  v.  Toland,  3  Johns.  Ch.  560. 

61  Wilde  V.  Jenkins,  4  Paige  Ch.  481;  Lockwood  v.  Thome,  11  N.  . 
Y.  170;  62  Am.  Dec.  81.    An  account  stated  is  still  open  to  impeach- 
ment for  mistakes.     St.  Louis,  etc.,  Bottling  Oou  v.  Colorado  Nat. 
Bank,  8  Col.  70. 

«2  2  Dana's  Ch.  Pr.  764;  Frankel  v.  Wathen,  58  Hud,  543;  Powell 
V.  Heisler,  16  Greg.  412;  Weed  v.  Dyer,  53  Ark.  155;  Samson  v. 
Freedman,  102  N.  Y.  699;  Hawley  v.  Harran,  79  Wis.  379.  While 
an  account  stated  can  be  attacked  for  mistake,  in  cases  in  which 
other  contracts  can  be  so  attacked,  the  mistake  must  be  put  in 
Issue  by  the  pleadings.    Hendy  v.  March,  75  Oal.  566;  see  Graham 
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to  leave  it  an  aecoxmt  stated,  except  so  far  as  it  can  be  im- 
pugned.^ An  account  can  not  be  reopened  by  one  of  the  partiea 
without  proof  of  the  items,  and  that  some  one  or  more  of  them 
ought  not  to  have  been  allowed.^  If  the  complaint  is  verified, 
and  the  answer  does  not  charge  fraud  or  mistake,  evidence  of 
overcharge  is  not  admissible.^ 

This  rule  is  founded  upon  the  idea  that  when  an  account  be- 
tween parties  is  stated,  with  debit  and  credit  sides,  and  the 
matter  in  controversy  is  stated  therein,  the  presumption  of  law 
is  that  the  account  is  correct,  unless  it  is  shown  that  fraud, 
omission,  or  mistake  exists.^  An  account  against  the  state, 
certified  by  the  auditor,  is  conclusive  on  him  only  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  statements  therein  contained.^ 

I  681.  Brasure.  An  erasure  in  a  settled  account,  not  shown 
to  have  been  made  before  its  settlement,  is  sufficient  to  avoid  it.*® 
The  presumption  is  that  the  alteration  was  made  after  execu- 
tion.* 

'  9  622.  For  a  i^neral  balance  of  account. 

Form  No.  131' 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  for  the  balance  of    an  account    for 

groceries  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  defendant,  and 
for  services  performed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant  as  an 

T.  Harmon,  84  Id.  181.  The  rule  that  where  there  Is  an  account 
stated  the  iMurties  can  not  go  back  and  attack  the  original  Items 
of  the  account,  unless  upon  proper  averment  of  fraud  or  mistake, 
does  not  apply  where  the  main  Issue  is  whether  th^re  was  such  a 
mistake.    CJoffee  v.  Williams,  103  Cal.  550. 

«3  Pit  V.  Cholmondeley,  2  Yes.  sen.  565;  Perkins  v.  Hart,  11  Wheat. 
237:  Story's  Eq.  PL.  §  801;  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  S  523;  Bruen  v.  Hone, 
2  Barb.  586;  BuUock  v.  Boyd,  2  Edw.  Oh.  293;  Phillips  v.  Belden, 
id.  1. 

M  Sutphen  v.  Oushman,  35  111.  186. 

«  Phillips  V.  Belden.  2  Edw.  1. 

w  OarroU  v.  Paul,  16  Mo.  226.  The  party  objecting  must  clearly 
show  that  he  has  been  misled  by  the  fraud  or  mistake.  Hariey  v.* 
Eleventh  Ward  Bank,  76  N.  Y.  618. 

«7  State  V.  Hinkson,  7  Mo.  353. 

«8  Prevost  V.  Gratz,  Pet  C.  Ot  364. 

»Id.;  but  compare  Malarin  v.  United  States.  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  282. 
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accountant,  and  for  commissions  of  plaintiff  on  the  sale  for  de- 
fendant of  various  aiticles  of  farm  produce,  and  for  moneys 
paid  by  plaintiff  for  defendant's  use;  the  whole  furnished,  done, 
and  performed  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  between  the 

day  of ,  18^ . .  and  the day  of 

^  IB . . ;  that  the  whole  amount  and  aggregate  value 

of  which  items  is dollars,  bo  part  of  which  has 

been  paid,  except  the  sum  of dollars,  the  balance 

of  account  first  aforesaid  still  being  unpaid. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]  ^^ 

I  628.  Upon  an  account  of  servlceB. 

Form  No.  132^ 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the Say  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of 18. .,  at  the  city  of 

,  the  plaintiff  performed  work,  labor,  and  services 

[state  the  services]  for  the  defendant  at  his  request. 

II.  That  the  same  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  624.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  133, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars  on  an  account  for  the  work,  labor,  and 

services  in  [state  the  service]  performed  at  the  request  of  the  de- 

70  See  Rogers  v.  Duff,  97  Cal.  66.  A  comi>lalnt  In  an  action  of 
assumpsit  to  recover  a  specified  sum  on  account  of  work  and  labor 
performed,  and  on  account  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  sold 
and  delivered,  is  not  subject  to  a  demurrer  for  uncertainty  upon  the 
ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  how  much  of  the  sum  sued 
for  waa  due  for  work  and  labor,  and  how  much  for  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise.  Farwell  v.  Murray,  104  Oal.  464;  and 
Manning  v.  Dallas,  73  id.  420. 
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lendant  at ,  between  the day  of , 

18. .,  and day  of ,  18. . 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part  thereof.''^ 

[Demand  of  Judoment.] 

I  025.  Services.  A  (complaint)  on  an  account  for  services 
rendered  a  third  person  charging  an  original  liability  is  suffi- 
cient.''^ 

9  686.  Time.  In  order  to  be  sufficiently  definite  and  certain^ 
the  complaint  should,  show  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
claim^  and  the  period  within  which  it  arose.''' 

I  627.  The  same  — by  an  architect. 

Form  No.  134, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of  ,  18. ,, 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ' , 

the  plaintiff  performed  work^  labor^  and  services  for  the  defend- 
anty  and  at  his  request,  as  architect,  in  forming  and  drawing 
plans,  and  making  estimates  for,  and  superintending  the  erection 

of  a  row  of  buildings  to  be  known  as  Cottage  Eow,  in 

street,  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

II.  That  the  said  services  were  reasonably  worth  tfie  sum  of 
dollars. 

m.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

71  This  form  le  sustaJned  by  Moffet  v.  Sackett,  18  'N.  Y.  522;  see 
Manning  v.  Dalhui,  73  Oal.  420.  An  allegation  in  a  complaint  for 
services  that  the  services  were  "  of  the  agreed  price  and  reasonable 
value,"  but  which  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  the  defendant  or  that  he  performed  the  services  at  the  de- 
fendant's request,  is  insufficient  to  show  a  consideration  for  the 
defendant's  pnHnise  to  pay.    Bassford  v.  Swift,  S9  N.  Y.  Supp.  887. 

72  Wing  V.  Campbell,  15  Mo.  275. 

78  Parcy  v.  Lee,  10  Abb.  Pr.  143.  An  allegation  of  an  indebted- 
ness of  a  date  long  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action  Is  no 
evidence  of  an  existing  indebtedness  upon  the  date  of  filing  the 
complaint,  and  such  allegation  is  valueless.  Fairchild  v.  King,  102 
Oal.  820. 
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I  628.  The  same  —  another  form  — -  common  count. 

Form  No.  133, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complaina^  and  allies: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of dollars^  on  account  for  work^  labor^  and  ser- 
vices as  architect,  in  forming  and  drawing  plans,  and  making 
estimates  for,  and  superintending  the  erection  of  a  row  of 

buildings  to  be  known  as  Cottage  Bow,  in street, 

in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  performed  at  the  re- 

quest.of  the  defendant  between  the day  of , 

18. .,  and  the day  of ,  18. . 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  689.  The  lame,  by  a  broker  for  commiMlons. 

Form  No.  136, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of .,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ^  18. .,  the  plaintiff  per- 
formed services  for  the  defendant  at  his  request,  as  broker,  at 
the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  purchase  [and 
sale]  of '  [government  bonds,  state  stock,  negotiable  securities, 
real  estate,  personal  property,  or  otherwise]. 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]^* 

§  630.  The  same  —  another  form  — common  count. 

Form  No.  137, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  on  an  account  for  services  as  broker  in 

the  purchase  [and  sale]  of  [government  bonds,  state  stock, 
negotiable  securities,  real  estate,  personal  property,  or  other- 

74  Complaint  In  action  by  real  estato  brokers  to  recover  a  share 
of  the  commissions  paid  to  other  brokers.  See  Gorham  v.  Helman» 
90  Cal.  840. 
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wi&ej,  performed  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  at  the  city 

and  county  of  San  Francisco,  between  the day    of 

,  18. .,  and  the day  of » 

18.. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Dekand  of  Judgment.] 

S  681.  By  carrier,  against  conBignor,  for  freight. 

Form  No.  138, 

[TiTLB.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of  . .  •  •• ,  18. ., 

:and  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  per- 
formed work^  labor,  and  services  for  the  defendant,  at  his  re- 
quest^ in  carrying  in  their  vessel^  the   ,  sundry 

goods  and  merchandise  from to 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  682.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  139, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  the 

amount  of dollars,  on  an  account  for  work,  labor, 

and  services,  in  canying  their  vessel,  the ,  sundrj^ 

goods  and  merchandise,  from to .,  at 

the  request  of   the   defendant,  between   the  day  of 

,  18. .,  and  the day  of ,  18. . 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

{I  633.  The  same  —  against  consignee. 

Form  No.  140. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and. alleges: 

T.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of >  18. .,  the  plaintiff  per- 

VoL.  1—55 


< 
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formed  work^  labor^  and  services  in  carrying  in  their  vessel^  the 

y  sundry  goods  and  merchandise^  from 

to y  which  were  consigned  to  the  defendant  and 

delivered  by  plaintiff  at ^^  to  the  defendant,  and 

by  him  accepted. 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judombnt.] 

I  684.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No,  141, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  the 
•      amount  of dollars,  on  account  for  work,  labor,  and 

services,  in  carrying  in  their  vessel,  the ,  sundry 

I  goods  and  merchandise,  from  to , 

which  were  consigned  to  the  defendant  and  delivered  by  plain- 
tiff at  to  the  defendant,  and  by  him  accepted, 

between  the day  of ,  18. .,  and  the 

day  of ,  18. . 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  685.  Interest     Freight  does  not  bear  interest  till  after  de- 
mand.^ 

§  686.  By  editor  for  serrlces. 

Form  No.  142, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18.  .^ 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  city  and 

.    county  of  San  Francisco,  the  plaintiff  performed  services  for 
the  defendant,  at  his  request,  as  an  editor,  in  conducting  the 

newspaper  of  the  defendant  known  aa  "  The  /* 

and  in  writing  and  preparing  articles  and  paragraphs  for  the 
same. 

7B  Sohureman  v.  Withers,  Antta.  N.  P.  280. 


435  AOCOUKTS.  §§  637-639 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  687.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  143, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  on  an  account  for  services  as  an  editor 

in  conducting  the  newspaper  of  the  defendant  known  as  ^*  The 
/'  and  in  writing  and  preparing  articles  and  para- 
graphs for  the  same,  performed  at  the  request  of  the  def endant^ 

at  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco^  between  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  and  the day  of , 

18.. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  688.  Contributor's  services.  The  furnishing  of  articles  for 
publication,  at  the  request  of  the  publisher^  is  not  of  itself  a 
eervice  for  which  a  promise  to  pay  will  be  implied.  See  au- 
thorities under  §  641,  post. 

f  689.  By  author  for  editing  and  compiling  book. 

Form  No.  144, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the  day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18 . .,  at  the  city  and 

county  of  San  Francisco,  the  plaintiff  performed  work,  labor, 
and  services  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in  compiling  and 

writing  a  certain  book,  entitled  "  The ,'*  and  in 

preparing  the  same  for  the  press,  and  revising  and  correcting 
the  proofs  for  the  same. 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

ni.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
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S  640.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  145, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  on  an  account  for  work,  labor,  and 

services,  in  compiling  and  editing  a  certain  book,  entitled  "  The 

,''  and  in  preparing  the  same  for  the  press,  and 

revising  and  correcting  the  proofs  of  the  same,  performed  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  at  the  city  and  county  of  San 

Francisco,  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. . 

II-  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  641.  Author's  services.  A  stronger  case  is  required  to  raise 
an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  publisher  to  pay  for  the 
services  of  the  author  than  in  the  case  of  other  services.''®  We 
can  not,  however,  see  any  reason  why  a  stronger  case  is  required 
to  raise  an  implied  promise  to  pay  on  the  part  of  publishers, 
for  services  rendered  them,  than  for  any  other  class  of  persons. 

I  642.  For  services  and  materials  furnished. 

Form  No,  146. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. .,  and 

the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  city  and  county 

of  San  Francisco,  the  plaintiff  performed  work,  labor,  and  ser- 
vices for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in  [insert  nature  of  work], 
and  furnished  materials  to  the  defendant  in  and  about  the  said 
work,  on  the  like  request. 

II.  That  such  services  and  materials  were  reasonably  worth 
the  sum  of dollars. 

76  See,  as  to  the  riphts  of  the  author  without  copyright,  in  Donald- 
son V.  Becket  17  Pari.  Hist.  990;  judgment  reported  In  4  Burr. 
2408;  Thurlow  arguendo  in  Tonson  v.  Collins,  1  W.  HI.  306;  YatM 
nrguendof  Id.  333.  This  case  was  never  decided.  Beckford  v.  Hood, 
7  T.  R.  620:  and  see  627:  Chappell  v.  Purday,  14  Mee.  &  W.  303: 
.Jeffreys  v.  Boosey.  30  Enp:.  L.  &  E.  1;  Wheaton  v.  Peters.  8  Pet. 
591;  S.  C.  11  Curtis'  Decls.  223. 
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III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ''^ 

i  643.  The  same  —  another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  247, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of dollars,  on  an  account  for  work,  labor,  and  ser- 
vices of  the  plaintiff,  performed  at  the  request  of  the  defendant> 
in  [insert  nature  of  work],  and  for  materials  furnished  by  the 
plaintiff  in  and  about  the  said  work,  on  the  like  request,  be- 

tweeen   the    day   of ,    18. .,  and    the 

day  of ,  18. .,  at  the  city  and  county 

of  San  Francisco. 

II.  That  he  has  pot  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  644.  For  toltiOn  bills. 

Form  No.  148. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  the  city  and 

county  of  San  Francisco,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  performed  work,  labor,  and  services  in  instructing 
his  children  in  various  branches  of  learning,  and  furnished  them 
with  books,  papers,  and  other  things  necessary  in  and  about 
said  work,  at  the  like  request,  and  provided  them  with  board, 
lodging,  and  other  necessaries. 

II.  That  such  services  and  materials  furnished  were  reason- 
ably worth  the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

a 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  640.  The  same -— another  form  —  common  count. 

Form  No.  149. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of dollars,  on  an  account  for  the  work,  labor,  and 

n  See  Katz  v.  Bedford,  77  Gal.  819. 
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seryices  performed  at  the  request  of  the  def endant^  in  instruct- 
ing his  children  in  various  useful  branches  of  learning,  and  for 
books,  papers,  and  other  necessary  things  furnished  by  this 
plaintiff  in  and  about  said  work,  at  the  like  request,  and  for 
the  board,  lodging  and  other  necessaries  for  said  children,  pro- 
vided by  the  plaintiff  during  said  time,  at  the  like  request, 

between  the  day  of  ,  18..,  and  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  in  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof  [ezcept>  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgicsnt.] 


I 


CHAPTER  II. 

ON  AWABD3. 

I  846.  On  an  award  of  arbitrators  —  common  form. 

Form  No.  150, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ; . . .,  18 . .,  at 

y  disputes  and  differences  existed   between   the 

plaintiff  and  defendant  concerning  [a  demand  of  the  plaintiff 
lor  labor  and  service  rendered  by  him  for  the  defendant  at  his 
request],  and  thereupon,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  agreed,  in  writing,  to  submit  the  same  to  the 
award  of  A.  B.  as  an  arbitrator  between  them,  a  copy  of  which 
said  agreement  and  submission  is  hereunto  annexed,  marked 
"  Exhibit  A,^'  and  made  part  hereof. 

n.  That  thereafter  the  said  A.  B.  duly  qualified  as  such  arbi- 
trator, and  heard  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  touching  their 

said  matters  of  dispute,  and  thereafter,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  at ,  duly  made  and  published 

his  award,  in  writing,  of  and  concerning  the  matters  so  referred, 
and  thereby  said  arbitrator  awarded  and  declared,  that  after 
due  appearance  before  him  on  behalf  of  this  plaintiff  and  said 
defendant,  he  found  that  the  said  defendant  was  justly  indebted 
to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of ^ . . .  dollars,  for  ser- 
vices aforesaid  [or  otherwise,  according  to  the  fact] ;  a  copy  of 
which  said  award  is  hereto  attached,  marked  "  Exhibit  B,"  and 
made  part  hereof. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  award  on  his  part,  and  afterwards,  and  on  or  about  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  ,  gave 

notice  of  said  award  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him 

payment  of  the  said  sum  of dollars,  so  awarded 

to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof,  and  there  is  now  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 

thereon  the  sum  of , . .  dollars,  with  interest  from 

the day  of ,  18 . . 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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S  647.  Essential  allegations.  A  complaint  on  an  award  Qiust 
show  that  the  arbitrators  conformed  to  the  submission  and  the 
powers  of  the  arbitrators.^  It  was  the  rule  at  common  law, 
that  the  plaintiff  need  not  show  the  award  on  both  sides^  and 
if  there  be  a  condition  precedent  it  need  not  be  alleged.*  But 
under  the  Code,  performance  of  the  conditions  of  an  award 
must  be  pleaded,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  a  contract.'  But  if 
the  arbitrators  award  that  one  of  the  parties  shall  pay  to  the 
other  a  certain  sum,  and  also  that  the  parties  shall  execute  to 
each  other  mutual  releases  of  all  actions,  etc.,  the  tender  of  a 
release  as  provided  by  the  award  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  try  an  action  to  recover  the  money.*  The  award 
of  money  is  absolute  and  unconditional,  bdt  the  award  of  re- 
lease is  different;  they  are  concurrent  acts,  and  neither  party 
can  compel  the  other  to  execute  a  release  without  the  tender 
of  a  release  by  him.*  But  where  matter?  awarded  to  be  done 
are  independent,  tender  or  demand  before  suit  need  not  be 
averred.^ 

Where  the  award  was  required  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties, 
an  allegation  that  it  was  ready  to  be  and  was  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  is  not  sufficient.''  Notice  of  the  award  and  demand 
need  not  be  alleged,  unless  required  by  the  terms  of  the  sub- 
mission.® This  is  not,  however,  the  law  in  California.  There 
notice  must  be  served  on  the  opposite  party  before  judgment  is 
entered.® 

§  648.  Form  of  submission  —  when  must  be  In  writing.     In 

California,  under  section  1282  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  the 
submission  must  be  in  writing.  It  may  be  stipulated  in  the 
submission  that  it  be  entered  as  an  order  of  the  superior  court. 
When  so  entered  it  can  not  be  revoked  without  the  consent  of 
both  parties,  and  the  award  may  be  enforced  in  the  same  manner 

1  Gear  v.  Brocken,  Bum.   (Wis.)  88;  Matthews  v.   Matthews,  2 
OurtlB  O.  O.  105. 
2McKlD8tiy  V.  Solomons,  2  Johns.  57;  Diblee  v.  Best,  11  id.  106. 

3  Cole  V.  Blunt,  2  Bobw.  116. 

4  Dudley  v.  Thomas,  23  Cal.  365. 

«  Dudley  .V.  Thomas,  23  Cal.  865;  Oole  v.  Blunt,  2  Boew.  116. 

e  Nichols  V.  Bensselaer  Co.,  22  Wend.  125. 

7  Pratt  V.  Hackett,  6  Johns.  14. 

s  Hodsden  v.  Horridge,  2  Saund.  62;  Bowe  r.  Young,  2  Brod.  & 
B.  233. 

»  See  Code  Civil  Pro.,  S  1286;  Mahoney  v.  Spring  Valley  Water 
Works,  52  Cal.  159. 
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as  a  judgment.  If  the  submission  is  not  made  an  order  of  courts 
it  may  be  revoked  at  any  time  before  the  award  is  made.^^  The 
clerk  must  be  authorized  by  the  stipulation  to  make  a  note  in 
his  register,  and  he  must  in  fact  make  it  there;  the  mere  au- 
thority without  the  act  done  is  no  more  than  the  act  done  with- 
out the  authority  would  be.  Both  these  must  concur,  and  in 
the  absence  of  either  there  is  no  jurisdiction.^^  A  stipulation 
that  judgment  in  the  District  Court  of,  etc.,  may  be  rendered 
upon  the  aw^ard  made  in  pursuance  of  the  submission  without 
a  stipulation  that  the  submission  shall  be  entered  as  a  rule  of 
the  court,  is  not  sufficient.^^  If  the  submission  is  not  made 
a  rule  of  court,  an  action  may  be  maintained  upon  the  award, 
as  in  the  case  of  common-law  arbitration.  If  the  submission 
is  not  made  a  rule  of  court,  it  may  be  revoked  by  either  party 
at  any  time  before  the  award  is  made;  but  the  party  revoking 
is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  costs  and  damages  of  the  other 
party  in  preparing  for  and  attending  the  arbitration.**  In  New 
York  an  action  may  be  maintained  upon  the  award.**  But  a 
verbal  award  will  not  be  valid,  unless  a  verbal  submission  of  the 
matters  on  which  the  award  is  made  would  be  binding  upon 
the  parties.*^  If  a  submission  is  attempted  to  be  made  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  the  same  is  inoperative  for 
failure  to  comply  therewith,  it  is  not  valid  as  a  common-law 
submission.**  But  a  stipulation  that  neither  party  shall  appeal 
from  an  award  is  not  binding.*'' 

I  649.  Who  may  make  submlBSion.  Any  person  capable  of 
contracting  may  submit  to  arbitration  any  controversy,  except 
a  question  of  title  to  real  property,  in  fee,  or  for  life.*®  This 
statute  is  but  an  affirmance  of  the  common  law,  and  under  it 
the  parties  have  no  higher  rights  than  they  might  have  asserted 

10  See  Code  dv.  Pro..  §  1283. 

II  Pleratt  v.  Kennedy.  43  C5al.  305;  Ryan  v.  Dougherty,  80  id. 
218;  and  see  Kettleman  v.  Treadway,  65  id.  505;  Academy  of 
Sciences  v.  Fletcher.  90  id.  207. 

12  Fairchild  v.  Doten,  42  Oal.  128. 

!•  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1290;  see  Sidlinjrer  v.  Kerkow,  82  Cal.  42. 

14  Cope  V.  Gilbert,  4  Den.  347;  Deidrick  v.  Richley.  2  Hill,  271; 
Haya  T.  HaTR.  23  Wend.  363. 

18  French  v.  New.  28  N.  Y.  147. 

i«  Inhabitants  of  Deerfleld  v.  Arms,  20  Pick.  480;  32  Am.  Dec. 
228. 

17  Muldrow  T.  NorriB,  2  Cal.  74;  56  Am.  Dec.  813. 

18  Cal.  Code,  i  1281. 

56 
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in  a  court  of  equity,  in  cases  of  fraud,  accident,  or  miatake.^^ 
As  the  submission  to  arbitration  is  a  contract,  the  party  making 
the  submission  must  have  the  power  to  contract  with  reference 
to  the  subject-matter  in  dispute.  In  general  an  agent  has  no 
authority  to  submit  to  arbitration  unless  expressly  or  impliedly 
empowered  by  his  principal.^  But  an  agent  authorized  to 
prosecute  a  suit  has  authority  to  submit  to  a  reference,  under 
a  rule  of  court.^^  And  it  is  the  practice  throughout  the  Union 
for  suits  to  be  referred  by  consent  of  counsel,  without  special 
authority.^  If,  however,  an  unauthorized  submission  is  rati- 
fied by  the  principal,  he  is  boiuid  thereby.® 

I  650.  The  same  —  partners  —  parties  Jointly  interested*  The 
great  weight  of  authority  is  in  support  of  the  doctrine  that 
the  right  to  submit  a  partnership  controversy  to  arbitration  is 
not  included  within  the  ordinary  course  of  partnership  business, 
and  consequently  that  one  partner,  unless  expressly  authorized, 
has  no  such  power,  so  as  to  bind  his  copartner.^  The  partner 
who  makes  the  submission  is  himself  bound  by  it*  Persons 
jointly  interested  can  not  in  general  bind  each  other  by  a  sub- 
mission to  arbitration  ^dthout  express  authority.^ 

10  Muldrow  V.  Norris,  2  Oal.  74;  66  Am.  Dec.  313;  reafltaned  In 
Peachy  v.  Ritchie,  4  Cal.  205. 

20  Trout  V.  Emmons,  29  111.  48^;  81  Am.  Dec.  326. 

21  Buckland  v.  Oonway,  16  Mass.  396. 

22  Holker  v.  Parker,  7  Oranch,  436;  Alexandria  Canal  Oo.  v.  Swann, 
5  How.  (U.  S.)  83;  and  see  Greene  v.  Darling,  5  Mason,  201. 

23  Isaacs  V.  Beth  Hamedash  Soc.,  1  Hilt.  469;  Detroit  v.  Jackson, 
1  Doug.  (Mich.)  106;  Memphis,  etc.,  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Scruggs,  50  Miss. 
284;  Purber  v.  Chamberlain.  29  N.  H.  405;  Perry  v.  Mulligan,  58  Ga, 
479;  Lowenstein  v.  Mcintosh,  37  Barb.  251;  Smith  v.  Sweeney,  35 
N.  Y.  291. 

24  Jones  v.  Bailey,  5  Cal.  345;  Buchanan  v.  Curry,  19  Johns.  137; 
10  Am.  Dec.  200;  Eastman  v.  Burleigh,  2  N.  H.  384;  9  Am.  Dec.  92; 
Southard  y.  Steele,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  435;  Stelglltz  v.  Egginton,  Holt, 
141;  Stead  v.  Salt,  3  Bing.  101;  Adams  v.  Bankart,  1  Cromp..  M.  &  R. 
681;  Karthaus  v.  Ferrer,  1  Pet.  222;  Buchoz  v.  Grandjean,  1  Mich. 
307;  Backus  v.  Coyne,  35  id.  5:  Harrington  v.  Higlfttm,  13  Barb.  660; 
Onion  v.  Robinson,  15  Vt.  .510;  Martin  v.  Thrasher,  40  id.  460. 

25  Jones  V.  Bailey,  5  Cal.  345;  Karthaus  v.  Ferrer,  1  Pet.  222;  Wood 
V.  Shepherd,  2  Patt.  &  H.  (Va.)  442. 

26  Eastman  v.  Burleigh,  2  N.  H.  485;  Smith  v.  Smith.  4  Rand.  96; 
Boyd's  Heirs  v.  McGruder's  Heirs,  2  Rob.  (Va.)  761.  See  this  sub- 
ject discussed  at  leng^th  in  note  to  Hutchlns  v.  Johnson,  30  Am. 
Dec.  626. 
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S  651.  Election  of  remedy.  Where  the  submission  is  by^bond, 
the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to  sue  on  the  bond  or  on  the  award, 
if  it  is  merely  for  the  payment  of  money;  but  if  a  collateral 
thing  is  awarded,  the  suit  must  be  on  the  bond,  as  debt  will 
lie  for  money  only-^  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  awarded,  it  is 
sufficient  to  set  forth  only  so  much  of  the  award  as  to  show  a 
good  cause  of  action.^  It  seems  that  a  clause  in  a  contract  pro- 
viding that  in  case  any  dispute  should  arise  in  regard  to  the  same 
it  should  be  settled  by  arbitrators,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  upon 
the  contract.^ 

i  652.  Judgment  upon  award.  Judgment  may  be  entered  on 
an  award  without  an  order  of  the  court.^^  But  the  award  shall 
be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  arbitrators,  or  a  majority  of  them, 
<and  be  delivered  to  the  parties.^*  The  court  will  not  disturb 
the  award  unless  the  error  complained  of,  whether  of  law  or  of 
fact,  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  award.^*  If  a  judgment  on 
an  award  of  arbitrators  is  entered  by  the  clerk,  at  the  request 
of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  rendered,  within  less  than  five 
days  after  the  award  is  filed,  and  without  notice  to  the  other 
party,  the  prevailing  party  can  not  afterwards  question  its  valid- 
ity on  the  ground  that  it  was  irregularly  eiitered.^ 

§  653.  Jurisdiction.  Where  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
a  subject-matter,  the  arbitrators  can  have  none.**  And  the 
award  being  void,  the  release  of  the  action  by  one  of  the  parties 
is  also  void,  if  filed  in  pursuance  of  the  submission.*^  A  court 
of  equity  may  decree  specific  performance  of  an  award.®*    This 

27  Hodsden  v.  Harridge,  2  Saund.  62. 

28  1  Ld.  Raym.  115. 

»  Binsee  v.  Paige,  38  N.  Y.  87;  97  Am.  Dec.  774. 

80  Carsley  v.  Lindsay,  14  Cal.  390.  A  Judgment  entered  upon  an 
award  not  supported  by  a  valid  statutory  agreement  of  submission 
to  arbitration  is  absolutely  void.    Matter  of  Kreiss,  96  Cal.  617. 

81  Ca!.  Code.  §  1286. 

82  Tyson  v.  Wells,  2  Oal.  122;  overruled  as  to  the  report  of  a 
referee,  in  Oappe  v.  Brizzolara,  19  id.  607.  An  award  which  appears 
to  determine  all  matters  submitted  to  arbitration,  and  which  shows 
upon  its  face  that  no  further  inquiry  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the 
sum  of  money  to  be  paid  or  any  act  to  be  done  by  either  party 
In  relation  to  the  matters  submitted,  is  sufficiently  complete.  Ful- 
more  v.  McGeorge,  91  Cal.  611. 

88  Hoogs  V.  Morse,  31  Cal.  128. 
84  Williams  V.  Walton,  9  Cal.  142. 
88  Muldrow  V.  Norris.  12  Oal.  331. 
3«  Whitney  v.  Stone,  23  Cal.  275. 
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does  not  apply  to  real  estate^  as  no  arbitration  or  award  can  be 
made  affecting  the  title  to  real  property  in  California.*^  Where 
a  party  receives  the  amount  of  a  judgment  under  an  award,  it  is 
a  waiver  on  his  part  of  all  errors  and  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  arbitrators.*®  But  a  submission  to  arbitration  of  title  to 
real  estate,  being  prohibited  by  statute,  is  not  merely  voidable, 
but  is  void  and  incapable  of  ratification.®**  But,  where,  under 
an  agreement  in  writing,  parties  submit  matters  of  difference 
relative  to  the  partition  of  lands  to  the  award  of  arbitrators, 
and  an  award  is  made  thereunder,  a  specific  performance  of  the 
award  will  be  decreed.*^  So  in  New  York  as  to  disputed 
boundaries,^^  and  in  Ohio.*^ 

§  654.  Meeting  of  arbitrators.  Where  there  are  three  arbi- 
trators all  shall  meet,  but  two  of  them  may  do  any  act  which 
might  be  done  by  all.**  The  arbitrator  must  make  his  award 
within  the  time  limited  in  the  agreement.*^  An  allegation  that 
an  award  was  made,  imports  that  it  was  ready  to  be  delivered.** 
They  may  select  an  umpire  either  before  or  after  investigation, 
and  may  award  costs.**  But  after  an  award  has  been  once 
made  and  delivered,  they  can  not  amend  the  same  without  con- 
sent of  the  parties.*''  They  shall  be  sworn,  and  a  majority 
may  determine  any  question.**  Arbitrators  have  no  common- 
law  powers  when  appointed  in  the  mode  provided  by  statute.** 

$  655.  Publication.  The  arbitrator  can  not  **  award  "  with- 
out "  publishing  '^  his  award,  and  "  publishing  **  is  a  technical 
phrase,  merely  implying  that  the  arbitrator  has  finally  disposed 

8T  Spencer  v.  Winselman,  42  Cal.  479.  So  In  Utah,  But  a  dis- 
pute as  to  the  existence  of  any  fact  that  might  determine  the  rights 
of  the  parties  to  the  land,  without  trying  the  legal  title,  may  be 
submitted  to  arbitration.    Thygerson  v.  Whitbeck,  5  Utah,  4061 

88  Hoogs  V.  Morse,  31  Oal.  128. 

8©  Wiles  V.  Peck,  28  N.  Y.  42. 

40  Whitney  v.  Stone,  23  Cal.  275. 

41  Stout  V.  Woodward,  5  Hun,  340. 

42  Hunt  V.  Guilford,  4  Ohio,  310. 

48  Cal.  Code,  §  1285;  Glass  Pendery  Mln.  Co.  v.  Meyer  Min.  Co., 
1  West  Coast  Rep.  290. 
44  Ryan  V.  Dougherty,  30  Cal.  218. 
4»  Munroe  v.  Allaire.  2  Cal.  320. 

46  Dudley  v.  Thomas,  23  Cal.  365. 

47  Id. 

48  Cal.  Code,  §  1285. 

49  Williams  v.  Walton,  9  Cal.  145. 
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of  the  case.**^  And  when  published,  any  alteration  whatever, 
without  consent  of  the  parties,  will  vitiate  it.^^  Notice  of  the 
.award  need  not  be  averred,  unless  required  by  the  terms  of  the 
submission.^  No  demand  need  be  alleged  unless  expressly  le- 
-quired.** 

i  656.  Bevocatioxu  An  agreement  to  submit  a  matter  to  com- 
mon-law arbitration  is,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  revocable  be- 
fore the  award  is  given,*^  and  it  can  not  be  made  irrevocable 
by  any  agreement  of  the  parties.*"^  Otherwise,  it  seems,  of  a 
submission  by  rule  of  court.*^  After  the  arbitrators  have  been 
sworn,  neither  of  the  parties  has  the  right  to  revoke  the  sub- 
mission.*^ 

f  657.  Submission.  To  constitute  a  submission  to  arbitration 
under  the  statute,  so  as  to  give  the  award  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment, the  statute  must  be  pursued  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
submission  is  filed  with  the  clerk;*®  and  the  clerk  may  enter 
judgment  on  the  award  in  due  time,  without  any  order  of  the 
court.**  And  by  the  statutes  of  California,  the  submission  to 
arbitration  shall  be  in  writing,  and  may  be  to  one  or  more  per- 
sons.*^ 

I  658.  Vacation  of  award.  The  court  may,  on  motion,  va- 
cate an  award:  1.  Where  it  was  procured  by  fraud  or  comip- 
tion;  2.  Where  the  arbitrators  were  guilty  of  misconduct;  3. 
Where  the  arbitrators  exceeded  their  powers.®^  Or  it  may 
modify  or  correct  an  award:     1.  Where  there  is  a  miscalcula- 

60  Brooke  v.  Mitchell,  6  M.  &  W.  473. 

61  Porter  v.  Scott,  7  Oal.  312;  Dudley  v.  Thomas.  23  id.  865. 

62  Hodsden  v.  Harrldge,  2  Saund.  62;  6  M.  &  W.  474. 
M  Rowe  V.  Young,  2  Brod.  &  B.  233. 

M  8  Ca  R.  81;  Milne  v.  Gratrlx,  7  East,  607;  Clapham  v.  Higham.  1 
BiDg.  89;  King  v.  Joseph,  5  "Taunt.  452. 
65  Tobey  v.  The  County  of  Bristol,  3  Story  C.  C.  800. 
w  Masterson  v.  KIdwell,  2  Cranoh  C.  C.  669. 

67  Commissioners  Montgomery  County  v.  Casey,  1  Ohio  St  463; 
Pellock  V.  Hall,  4  Dall.  222;  Haskell  v.  Whitney.  12  Mass.  47.  See, 
as  to  revocation.  Church  v.  Shanklin,  65  Cal.  626;  Academy  of 
Sciences  v.  Fletcher,  99  id.  207. 

ssHeslep  v.  Ran  Francisco,  4  Cal.  1;  Carsley  v.  Lindsay,  14  id. 
390. 

68  See,  also,  Ryan  v.  Dougherty,  30  Cal.  218. 
«>  Cal.  Code  av.  Pro.,  S  1282. 

61  Id.,  §  1287;  Morris,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Salt  Co.,  58  N.  Y.  667;  Stockton, 
etc.,  Agr.  Works  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.,  98  Cal.  557. 
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tion  in  figures;  2.  When  part  of  the  award  is  on  matters  not 
submitted;  3.  When,  if  it  had  been  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  it 
could  have  been  amended,  or  the  imperfection  disregarded.'* 
As,  where  the  object  of  the  submission  is  to  make  an  end  of 
litigation,  and  the  award  is  uncertain  and  incomplete  upon  its> 
face,  it  defeats  the  object  of  the  submission  and  must  be  set 
aside.^  Where  an  award  is  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it 
embraces  matters  not  in  fact  submitted,  it  lies  with  the  object- 
ing party  to  show  afl&rmatively  in  what  the  arbitrators  have 
exceeded  their  duty.^  An  award  may  be  good  in  part  and  bad 
in  part." 

I  659.  Valid  awards.  The  rule  is  that  arbitrators  must  pass 
upon  all  matters  submitted;^  and  an  award  which  clearly  goes 
beyond  the  issues  submitted  is  invalid  as  a  whole,  where  the 
matter  ultra  vires  can  not  be  separated  without  violating  the- 
intent  of  the  parties.'^  It  seems  that  in  New  York,  ^'  that  an 
arbitrator  made  an  award"  means  a  qualified  arbitrator,  and 
sufficiently  imports  that  he  was  duly  sworn,  where  an  oath  is 
required.*®  An  award  rendered  upon  fair  arbitration,  and  for 
a  long  time  concurred  in,  must  be  held  to  be  conclusive.*^  No 
award  implies  no  valid  awardJ*^  An  award  settles  forever  all 
matters  fairly  within  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  submis- 
sion.''^ An  award  bad  in  part  may  be  enforced  for  the  part 
that  is  good,  if  not  attacked  for  fraud,  and  the  matter  is  di- 
visible.^^ It  must  be  certain  and  decisive  as  to  the  matters 
submitted,  and  thus  avoid  all  further  litigation.^  Unless  it 
is  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  matters  submitted,  it  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence.''*    In  California,  the  rule  that  statutory 

«CSal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  §  1288. 

«  Plerson  v.  Norman.  2  Cal.  .599;  Jacob  v.  KdtchauL  87  Id.  19T. 

«4  Blair  v.  Wallace.  21  Cal.  317. 

«  Williams  T.  Walton.  9  Cal.  146;  13  Johns.  364. 

w  Muldrow  V.  Norrls,  12  Oal.  331;  Porter  v.  Scott.  7  Id.  812. 

«T  White  V.  Arthur,  59  Cal.  33. 

•8  Browning  v.  Wheeler.  24  Wend.  268;  35  Am.  Dec.  617. 

»  Jarvis  V.  Fountaain  Water  Co.,  5  Cal.  179;  Fulmore  v.  McOeorffe. 
91  id.  611:  Robinson  v.  Templar  Lodge,  97  id.  62;  Wilson  v.  Wilson. 
18  C;ol.  615. 

TO  Dresner  v.  Stansfleld.  14  M.  &  W.  822. 

71  Brazill  V.  laham.  12  N.  T.  15;  Lowenstein  v.  Mcintosh.  87  Barlx 
261. 

72  Muldrow  V.  Norrls.  2  Cal.  74;  56  Am.  Dec.  818. 
78  Jacob  V.  Ketchum.  37  Cal.  197. 

74  Id. 


447  AWABDS.  §  00i> 

proceedings  in  cases  of  arbitration^  being  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law^  must  be  strictly  conatrued^  has  been  abrogated  by 
the  Code^  and  it  is  sufficient  if  there  is  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  And  if  an  award>  though 
not  good  imder  the  statute^  is  valid  as  a  common-law  awards  a 
motion  to  set  it  aside  is  properly  denied  J^  But  a  submission 
of  disputed  matters  to  arbitration^  under  an  agreement  of  sub- 
mission which  clearly  shows  an  intention  by  the  parties  thereto 
to  ignore  nearly  all  of  the  material  provisions  of  the  statute 
relating  to  arbitrations,  and  which  expressly  repudiates  any  in- 
tention of  following  its  requirements,  or  of  availing  themselves 
of  the  machinery  of  the  court  to  assist  the  arbitrators,  or  cor- 
rect any  errors  of  the  latter,  is  void  as  a  statutory  submission 
to  arbitration,  and  an  award  thereon  can  not  be  enforced  as  a 
judgment,  although  it  may  be  good  as  a  common-law  award  and 
as  the  basis  of  an  action.^^  In  the  absence  of  statute,  an  award 
may  b^  set  aside  for  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake,  but  it  must 
be  for  fraud  practiced  upon  the  arbitrators,  or  for  some  accident 
or  mistake  by  which  they  were  deceived  or  misled.''^  And  a 
party  who  with  knowledge  of  all  the  material  faots  complies 
with  the  requirements  of  an  award,  or  accepts  the  benefits 
thereof,  is  precluded  from  demanding  that  it  be  set  aside.''^  An 
award  will  not  be  set  aside  upon  the  ground  that  the  arbitrators 
consulted  with  a  person  not  an  arbitrator,  if  it  appears  that 
they  acted  on  their  own  judgment  in  making  their  determina- 
tion.''* But  an  award  made,  not  on  their  own  judgment,  but 
solely  at  the  direction  of  one  of  the  parties,  is  invalid."* 

I  660.  On  an  award  of  an  umpire. 

Form  No,  151. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allegation  as  in  preceding  form.] 

II.  That  said  A.  B.,  before  they  proceeded  upon  the  said  ar- 
bitration, on  the day  of ,  18. .,  by  writ- 
ing under  their  hands,  appointed  one  E.  F.  to  be  umpire  in  the 

w  Matter  of  KreJs,  96  Oal.  617. 

wid. 

TT  Wilson  V.  Wilson.  18  Col.  615. 

TO  Id.:  Godfr«*y  y,  Knodle.  44  111.  App.  638;  Terry  v.  Moore.  22 
N.  Y.  9app.  785;  Johnson  v.  Oocbran,  81  Ga.  89;  12  Am.  St.  Rep. 
294:  see  School  District  v.  Sa^e.  13  Wash.  St.  352. 

TO  Simons  V.  Mills,  80  Cal.  118. 

M  Hartford  v.  Waterhonse,  44  Fed.  Bep.  151. 
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matter  bo  submitted;  and  the  said  arbitrators^  after  hearing  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant^  and  not  being  agreed  concerning 
the  matters  submitted  to  them^  the  said  E.  F.  afterwards  under- 
took said  arbitration^  and  heard  the  plaintiff  and  defendant^ 
and  on  the day  of ,  18.  .^  the  aaid  arbi- 
trators made  their  award,  in  writing,  that  the  defendant  should 

[pay  the  plaintiff dollars]. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same.^^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  661.  Allegation  of  an  enlargement  of  the  time. 

Form  No.  152. 

[Title.] 
That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  by  agreement  [in  writing,  of  which  a  copy 
is  hereto  annexed],  extended  the  time  for  making  the  award 
until  the day  of ,  18. . 

§  660.  Date  of  award.  An  award  may  be  counted  on  as  made 
at  the  time  of  its  date,  not  at  the  time  as  extended  by  erasure 
or  interlineation.® 

S  668.  Appointment.  An  umpire  may  be  appointed  by  parol, 
unless  the  submission  require  the  appointment  to  be  in  writing.^ 
Where  an  umpire  has  been  appointed  and  has  entered  on  the 
performance  of  his  duty,  the  authority  to  decide  is  vested  solely 
in  him;  the  original  powers  of  the  arbitrators  cease  to  exist.^ 

S  664.  Power  to  award.  But  where  two  arbitrators,  unable 
to  agree,  appoint  under  the  submission  a  third  arbitrator,  th:) 
power  to  make  an  award  is  vested  in  the  three  jointly.  Wher- 
ever, therefore,  the  action  is  founded  on  an  award,  its  true 
character,  as  the  act  of  an  umpire  or  of  arbitrators,  must  be  s'^t 
forth  in  the  complaint,  in  order  that  a  defense  adapted  to  \\» 
true  character  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer.^ 

'^i  The  above  form  of  complaint  does  not  apply  under  the  prac- 
tice in  California.  The  report  of  a  referee  and  the  awrd  of  an 
arbitrator  are  in  aU  essentials  the  same.  Grayson  v.  Guild,  4  Oal. 
122. 

^2  Tompkins  v.  Corwin,  J>  Cow.  255. 

8S  Elmendorf  v.  Harris.  5  Wend.  .516. 

f^  ITnderhlU  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  2  .Johns.  Ph.  33J>:  Butler  v.  Mayor  of 
New  York,  1  Hill.  480:  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Butler.  1  Barb.  .^2.5. 

«J  Lyon  V.  Blossom,  4  Pner.  .^I.S.  An  action  can  not  bo  maintained 
upon  an  original  cause  of  action  submitted  to  arbitration,  where  the 
plnlntiflf  retains  the  fruits  of  tlie  award.  Orvis  v.  Wells-Fargo  Co., 
73  Fed.  Rep.  110. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

ON   EXPBESS  PBOMISES. 

§  665.  On    an  express  promise  in  consideration  of  a  preoedent 
debt. 

Form  No.  153. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  was  then  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 

the  sum  of dollars,  for  [state  what].  In  con- 
sideration thereof,  he  then  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
said  sum,  on  the day  of 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  666.  Consideration.  In  every  action  upon  a  promise  to 
pay,  a  consideration  must  be  stated.*  Such  a  consideration  is 
an  essential  fact  to  be  proved,  and  unless  proved  the  plaintiff 
can  not  recover.^  In  an  action  upon  a  promise  to  pay  money, 
if  the  complaint  contains  no  averment  of  consideration,  or  of  in- 
debtedness, except  by  way  of  recital,  it  is  insuflBcient.^ 

I  667.  Consideration,  in  purchase  of  land.  Defendant,  upon 
the  purchase  of  certain  land  from  B.,  agreed  in*  writing,  as  part 
of  the  consideration,  to  pay  to  plaintiff  a  debt  due  to  him  by 
B.  Plaintiff  afterwards  assented,  and  verbally  agreed  to  look 
to  defendant  for  the  debt.  This  was  not  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and  plaintiff  may  recover  the  debt  from  defendant.*  A 
promise  or  agreement  to  convey  lands  in  consideration  of  the 

1  Bailey  v.  Freeman,  4  Johns.  280;  Acheson  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  96 
Cal.  641. 

2  Gyle  V.  Soenbar,  23  Cal.  588. 

sShafer  v.  Bear  River  &  Auburn  Water  &  M.  Co.,  4  Oal.  295. 
Where  a  consideration  is  not  implied,  or  a  request  is  essential  to  the 
defendants  liability,  it  must  be  specially  averred  in  pleading. 
Spear  v.  Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  437;  Abb.  Sel.  Cas.  f^. 

4  McLaren  v.  Hutchinson,  22  Cal.  187;  83  Am.  Dec.  59. 

Vol.  1—57 
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purchaser's  paying  for  them  out  of  the  profits  is  void,  as  having 
no  consideration.^  A  promise  made  under  mistake,  as  to  lia- 
bility, is  void.® 

f  668.  Consideration  —  married  woman.  The  advance  of 
money  to  the  son  of  a  married  woman  is  not  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation for  her  subsequent  promise  to  repay .^ 

f  669.  Consideration  to  third  person.  An  action  can  be 
maintained  upon  a  promise  made  by  the  defendant,  upon  a 
valid  consideration  to  a  third  person  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  although  the  latter  was  not  privy  to  the  consideration. 
And  a  creditor  can  maintain  an  action  against  a  person  who 
had  received  money  from  his  debtor  upon  a  promise  to  pay  the 
amount  to  the  creditor.®  Where  A.,  who  is  indebted  to  B., 
promises  in  consideration  of  his  release  by  B.  to  pay  the  amount 
to  C,  who  is  a  party  to  the  arrangement,  it  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  such  promise.® 

I  670.  Upon  compromise  of  an  action. 

Form  No.  154. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of .,  18. .,  an  action  was 

pending  in  the court,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 

recover  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of dollars, 

for  goods  sold  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ., 

in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  discontinue  said  action, 

and  would  accept  dollars  in  satisfaction  of  his 

claim,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  accordingly  discontinued  said  action. 

IV.  That  no  part  of  said  sum  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  671.  Essential  allegations.    An  agreement  to  compromise, 
not  unconscientious  or  unreasonable,  must  be  executed,  with- 

6  Dorsey  v.  Packwood,  12  How.  (U.  S.)  126. 

6  Offutt  V.  Parrott,  1  Cranch  C.  C,  154. 

7  Watson  V.  Dunlap,  2  Oanch  O.  O.  14. 

8  Secor  V.  Lord,  3  Keyes.  525;  see  Hecht  v.  Caugbron,  46  Ark.  132; 
Davis  V.  ClJnton  Water  Works,  54  Iowa,  50;  87  Am.  Rep.  185. 

9  Barringer  v.  Warden,  12  Cal.  311. 
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out  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  dispute,*^  A  complaint  on  a 
promise  in  consideration  of  a  compromise  should  show  that 
there  was  some  shadow  of  a  claim;  **  though  it  need  not  show 
that  the  plaintiff  had  a  valid  claim.^* .  It  must  also  aver  that  the 
litigation  was  discontinued  according  to  the  compromise." 

§  672.  Covenant  to  sue.  A  covenant  not  to  sue  for  five  years 
is  no  bar  to  the  action;  but  the  defendant  must  rely  upon  the 
covenant  for  his  remedy.^^  A  covenant  not  to  sue^  made  to 
a  portion  only  of  joint  debtors,  does  not  release  any  of  them.^^ 

f  673.  Promise  of  a  third  person  to  pay  money  to  plaintiff* 

Form  No.  155, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  one  A.  B.  was 

and  ever  since  has  been,  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 
of dollars. 

II.  That  on  that  day,  the  said  A.  B.  was  the  holder  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  [describe  it],  then  indorsed,  and  delivered  the  same 
to  the  defendant;  in  consideration  of  which  the  defendant  then 
and  there  promised  A.  B.  that  he  would  endeavor  to  collect  the 
same,'  and  that  when  collected,  he  would  apply  the  proceeds  in 
payment  of  said  indebtedness  of  said  A.  B.  to  the  plaintiff. 

ni.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  the  defendant  collected  and  received  the  same. 
IV.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  *• 

§  674.  Essential  allegations.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of 
an  engagement  to  pay  money  to  A.  for  the  benefit  of  B.,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  defendant  had  refused  to  pay  to 

10  Sargent  v.  Lamed,  2  Curtis,  840.   • 

11  Dolcher  v.  Fry,  37  Barb.  152. 

12  Palmer  v.  North,  35  Barb.  282;  see  Dunham  v.  Griswold,  100 
N.  Y.  224;  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  55  Vt.  891;  45  Am.  Rep.  621. 

18  Dolcher  v.  Fry,  37  Barb.  152. 

M  Howland  v.  Marvin,  5  Gal.  501. 

IB  Matthey  v.  Gaily,  4  Oal.  62;  60  Am.  Dec.  596. 

16  This  form  is  supported  by  Delaware  &  Hudson  Oanal  06.  v. 
Westchester  County  Bank,  4  Den.  97.  We  have,  however,  changed 
it  by  adding  to  and  striking  out  portions.  Money  received  by  a 
third  person,  on  promise  to  pay  creditor's  debt,  may  be  recovered. 
Goddard  v.  Mockbee,  5  Oranch  O.  O.  666;  see  §  669,  atiti. 
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B.^  as  well  as  to  the  plaintiff.^^  But  on  a  promise  to  pay  monej 
when  collected^  collection  is  a  condition  precedent^  and  must 
be  averred.*® 

I  675.  Vendor  of  lands.'  In  a  case  in  California^  defendant, 
upon  the  purchase  of  certain  land  from  B.,  agreed  with  him 
in  writing,  as  part  of  the  consideration,  to  pay  to  plaintiff  a  debt 
then  due  the  latter  from  B.  Plaintiff  afterwards  assented  to 
the  arrangement^  and  verbally  agreed  with  the  defendant  to 
look  to  him  for  his  debt,  and  release  B.  It  was  held,  that  this 
agreement  was  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  gave  plain- 
tiff a  right  of  action  against  defendant  for  the  debt.*^ 

I  676.  When  action  lies.  Assumpsit  is  the  proper  form  of 
an  action  against  a  guarantor  by  one  who  has  given  credit  on 
the  faith  of  a  general  promise  to  be  security.  The  creditor  is 
not  confined  to  an  action  of  deceit.**  When  A.,  by  agreement 
between  him  and  B.,  assented  to  by  C,  becomes  liable  to  pay 
the  latter  a  debt  originally  due  to  him  from  B.,  the  assignee 
of  C.  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  debt  in  his  own  name 
against  A.^  Defendant  being  indebted  to  E.  M.  &  Co.,  and 
they  to  plaintiff,  all  parties  agreed  that  defendant  should  pay 
the  amount  of  his  indebtedness  to  the  company  to  plaintiff. 
This  was  an  equitable  assignment,  and  the  only  mode  of  en- 
forcing it  is  by  action  in  the  name  of  the  assignee  to  recover  the 
debt.^ 

f  677.  On  a  promise  to  paj  for  the  surrender  of  a  lease. 

Form  No.  156. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  leased 
from  the  defendant  a  house  and  lot  in  the  town  of , 

17  Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bobw.  4S. 

iSDod^e  V.  CoddlngtoD,  3  Johns.  146. 

10  McLaren  v.  HutehinsoD,  22  Oal.  188;  83  Aip.  Dec.  60.  Whether 
the  assent  was  necessary  to  fix  defendant's  liability,  see  Lewis  v. 
Oovillaud,  21  OU.  178. 

aoLawrason  v.  Mason,  3  Oranch,  492.  Complaint  on  a  g:aaranty. 
See  Hernandez  v.  Stilwell,  7  Daly,  360;  Oordier  ▼.  Thompson,  8 
id.  172. 

21  Lewis  V.  Oovllland,  21  Gal.  178;  McLaren  v.  Hutchinson,  22  id. 
187:  83  Am.  Dec.  59.  • 

22  Wiggins  ▼,  McDonald,  18  Gal.  126. 
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for  a  term  commencing  on  the day  of , 

18. ,,  and  ending  on  the day  of ,  18.  .^ 

under  which  he  was  entitled  to  the  posseeeion  of  said  house  and 
lot. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  that  in  consideration  that  he^ 
the  plaintiff^  would  surrender  to  the  defendant  the  unexpired 
term  and  the  possession^  he  would  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  thereupon  surrendered  the  unexpired 
term  of  said  lease^  and  the  possession  of  said  land  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

lY.  That  no  part  of  said  sum  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  678.  For  the  purchase  money  of  land  conveyed. 

Form  No.  1S7- 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant 

[the  house  and  lot  No.  203  street,  in  the  city 

of ]. 

II.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff 

dollars  for  the  said  [house  and  lot]. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  670.  Consideration  of  deed.  In  New  York  an  action  will 
lie  for  the  consideration  of  a  deed,  although  there  was  no  valid 
contract  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,^  even  when  the  deed 
contains  a  receipt  for  the  consideration.^ 

f  ©80.  Delivery.  Under  a  verhal  contract  of  sale  of  real 
estate,  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds  is  equivalent  to  a  symboli- 
cal delivery  of  and  admission  into  the  possession  of  the  property, 
as  between  vendor  and  vendee.^ 

»  Thomas  v.  Dlcklnsou,  12  N.  Y.  304. 

24  Shephard  v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210;  Thomas  v.  Dickinson,  12  N. 
Y.  364. 
»Tohler  v.  Folsom,  1  Oal.  207,  and  note. 
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$  681.  Bequest  is  implied  by  the  word  *'  sold."^  A  failure 
on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  pay  the  purchase  money  for  two 
years  and  more^  does  not  forfeit  his  right  under  the  contract, 
as  the  vendor  may  enforce  the  payment  at  any  time  after  it  ia 
due.27 

I  682.  Allegation  of  new  promise. 

Form  No.  158. 

That  thereafter,  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  in  consideration  of  the  foregoing  facts  the  de- 
fendant promised  to  the  plaintiff,  in  writing,  that  he  would  pay 
such  indebtedness. 

f  683.  Statute  of  Limitations  ^  new  promise.  It  is  well 
settled  with  reference  to  actions  for  moneys  due  on  contracts, 
that  the  statute  does  not  discharge  the  debt,  or  in  any  way 
extinguish  the  right  or  destroy  the  obligation,  but  only  takes 
away  a  remedy.  The  debt  remains  unsatisfied  and  unextin- 
guished. It  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  new 
promise.*®  In  some  of  the  states,  where  there  is  a  new  promise 
to  pay  a  continuing  debt,  although  the  creditor  may  sue  on  the 
old  debt  and  give  the  new  promise  in  evidence,  he  may,  on  the 
other  hand,  sue  on  the  new  promise.^  Where  a  debtor  promises 
to  pay  when  able,  and  the  creditor  does  not  wait,  but  proceeds 
immediately  on  the  original  obligation  before  defendant  is  able 
to  pay,  he  can  not  afterwards  resort  to  an  action  of  assumpsit 
on  the  new  promise.  In  Iowa  the  new  promise  must  be  alleged.^ 
And  in  Missouri,  under  the  statute  of  1845,  and  in  the  revision 
of  1855,  the  promise  or  acknowledgment  must  be  in  writing, 
or  it  is  of  no  effect.'*  In  Ohio  the  rule  seems  to  be  that  where 
a  new  promise  or  acknowledgment  has  been  made,  the  plaintiff 
may  state  the  demand  barred,  as  a  consideration  of  the  new 

»1  Saund.  2«4,  note  1;  Ctomstock  v.  Smith,  7  Johns.  87;  Parker 
V.  Crane,  6  Wend.  647. 

2T  Gouldln  V.  Buckelew,  4  Oal.  107. 

MTownseod  v.  .Teraison.  9  How.  (TJ.  S.)  413;  Buljref  v.  Roche,  11 
Pick.  37;  22  Am.  Dec.  350;  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend.  485;  Anj:.  on 
Lim..  p.  288,  $  213;  Ohabot  v.  Tucker,  39  Cal.  4.^:  Grant  v.  Bnrr. 
M  id.  298;  Shaw  v.  Sllloway,  145  Mass.  503;  Jordan  v.  Jordan,  85 
Tenn.  561;  Ferpuson  v.  Harris,  39  S.  O.  323;  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  731  ? 
Marshall  v.  Holmes,  68  Wis.  555. 

»  Lonsdale  v.  Brown,  4  Wash.  O.  0.  148. 

80  Td. 

31  Blackbnm  v.  Jackson,  26  Mo.  308. 
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promise^  and  allege  the  new  promise  in  writing  as  the  cause 
of  action.^2  By  the  practice  in  New  York  the  complaint  may 
be  made  on  the  original  demand,  and  if  the  Statute  of  Idmita- 
Xions  be  pleaded,  the  new  promise  may  be  given  in  evidence 
without  an  allegation.^  And  the  same  rule  applies  after  a 
•discharge  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency.^ 

When  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  is  relied  on  to  take  a  case  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  pleading, 
to  allege  that  it  was  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party.*  It  is 
othen^'ise  in  California.**  In  that  state  it  is  held  that  where 
the  acknowledgment  is  made  while  the  contract  is  a  subsisting 
liability;  that  is,  before  it  has  become  barred  by  the  statute, 
it  establishes  a  continuing  contract;  but  when  made  after  the 
bar  of  the  statute,  a  new  contract  is  created.  It  is  not  held  that 
the  statute  raises  a  presumption  of  payment,  but  bars  the  remedy. 
That,  therefore,  when  the  creditor  sues  after  the  statute  has 
barred  the  original  contract,  his  cause  of  action  is  not  upon 
the  original  contract,  but  upon  the  new  promise,  whether  it  be 
in  form  a  new  promise,  or  an  implied  promise  arising  from 
the  acknowledgment;  the  consideration  being  the  original  con- 
tract, which,  though  barred  by  the  statute,  is  binding  in  foro 
<onscientiae,^  That  the  statute  acts  only  on  the  remedy,  and 
does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  payment.^  In  New  York  it  has 
been  held  that  where  there  is  a  new  promise  to  pay  a  debt  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  it  is  not  necessary  to  count  upon 
this  as  a  new  contract;  but  the  action  may  be  brought  upon 
the  original  obligation.^     The  time  of  such  new  promise  must 

82  Stur^es  V.  Burton,  8  Ohio  St.  215. 

S3  Esselstyn  v.  .Weeks,  12  N.  Y.  635;  Clark  v.  Atynson,  2  B.  D. 
^mith,  112;  see,  also,  Polk  v.  Butterfield,  9  CJol.  825;  Fox  v.  Tay, 
S9  Cal.  339;  23  Am.  St  Bep.  474. 

MShippey  v.  Henderson,  14  Johns.  178;  7  Am.  Dec.  458;  Depuy 
T.  Swart,  3  Wend.  135;  20  Am.  Dee.  673. 

^  Lynch  v.  Musgrave,  Hayes  &  J.  821. 

88  rorter  r.  Elam,  25  Cal.  291;  85  Am.  Dec.  182. 

87  MeCormlck  v.  Brown,  36  C&l.  180;  95  Am.  Dec.  170;  Chabot  v. 
Tncker,  39  Cal.  438;  see,  also,  Biddel  v.  Brizzolara,  56  id.  374;  64 
Id.  354;  Auzerals  v.  Nagrlee,  74  Id.  60;  Osment  v.  McElrath,  68  id. 
466;  58  Am.  Rep.  17;  Gruenberg  v.  Buhrlng,  5  Utah,  414;  Howes  r. 
Lynde,  7  Moot.  545;  Wilcox  v.  Williams,  5  Nev.  213. 

38  See  Johnson  v.  Albany,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.,  54  N.  Y.  416;  13  Am. 
Rop.  607. 

39  Van  Alen  v.  Feltz,  9  Abb.  Pr.  277;  Sands  v.  St.  Johns^  28  How. 
Pr.  140. 
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be  definitely  averred.  An  averment  of  repeated  acknowledg- 
ments will  not  suf&ce.'*^  The  acknowledgment  must  be  a 
direct,  distinct,  unqualified,  and  unconditional  admission  of  the 
debt  which  the  party  is  liable  and  willing  to  pay.**  When  the 
new  promise  is  coupled  with  a  condition,  it  shoidd  be  so  alleged,. 
and  performance  must  be  averred.^ 

I  664.  BequMt.  Allegation  that  plaintiff  refused,  etc.,  though 
then  and  there  particularly  requested  to  do  so,  is  a  sufiiciently 
explicit  allegation  of  a  request  to  amount  to  a  positive  aver- 
ment.** Where  the  agreement  is  to  pay  on  request  the  debt 
of  another,  if  he  does  not  pay  on  the  day,  a  special  request 
must  be  averred.  The  general  allegation  ^^  though  often  re- 
quested *'  is  not  enough.** 

I  684a.  Promise  made  on  a  contingency.  In  an  action  on  a 
promise  made  on  a  contingency,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  in  the 
complaint  the  occurrence  or  nonoccurrence,  as  the  case  may  be, 
of  the  contingency  upon  .which  the  promise  depends.**^  If  the 
complaint  contains  the  necessary  averments  as  to  the  happening 
of  the  contingency,  which  are  denied  by  the  answer,  an  issue 
of  fact  is  created,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  answer  should  be 
overruled.** 

40  Bloodgood  V.  Bmen,  8  N.  Y.  862. 

41  McCormick  v.  Brown,  36  Gal.  185,  and  cases  there  cited. 

42  Walt  V.  Morris,  6  Wend.  3W. 

«  SupervlBors  of  Allegany  v.  Van  Gampen,  3  Wend.  48L 
44  Bush  V.  Stevens,  24  Wend.  266. 
46  De  Wein  v.  Osbom,  12  Col.  407. 

46  Id. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

GOODS  SOLD  AND  DBLIYSBBDw 

I  686.  GN>cds  sold  and  delivered. 

Farm  No.  J5p. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .  [or  be- 
tween two  dates,  naming  them],  at ,  the  plaintiff 

sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  certain  goods, 
to-wit  [describe  the  property  sold,  briefly,  at  least  as  to  its 
general  character]. 

II.  [Allege  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid,  or  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  goods,  as  the  case  may  be.] 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  sum,  nor  any 
part  thereof  [if  any  payments  have  been  made,  add,  except, 
etc.,  stating  payments]. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
In  an  action  against  a  parent  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to 
his  child,  it  is  better  practice  to  allege  whatever  may  be  the 
truth  in  respect  to  the  matter,  rather  than  to  put  the  cause  of 
action  into  the  form  of  an  allegation  showing  simply  goods 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant.^  . 

i  686.  Tlie  same  —  another  form  ^common  count. 

Form  No.  i6o. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .  [or  be- 
tween two  dates,  naming  them],  at ,  the  defendant 

was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of dollars, 

on  an  account  for  goods  [describe  the  property  sold  briefly,  at 
least  as  to  its  general  character]  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant  on  the  day  aforesaid  [or  between  the  dates 
aforesaid]  at  his  request. 

1  Charles  v.  Ballin,  4  Col.  App.  186. 

1^8 
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III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  thfe  said  sum,  nor  any 
part  thereof  [if  any  payments  have  been  made,  add,  except,  etc., 
stating  payments]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  687.  BMwntial  allegations  —  amount  due.  The  failure  to 
state  the  amounts  due,  severally,  for  goods  and  for  money,  in 
a  confession  of  judgment,  would  be  fatal.^ 

•  

f  688.  The  same  —  at  his  requMt.     The  averment,  *^  at  his 

request,**  is  not  requisite  in  New  York.' 

I  688.  The  same  —  deaoriptlon  of  goods.  A  party  must  be 
presumed  to  know  what  was  intended  by  his  account,  and  there- 
fore, where  a  bill  of  sale  is  set  forth  in  haec  verba,  it  remedies 
4Ei  defect  in  the  description  of  the  quantity  of  goods  sold.* 

1  680.  The  same  —  Implied  promise.  The  implied  promise  to 
pay  is  matter  of  law,  and  should  not  be  pleaded.^  Under  a 
count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  plaintiff  may  show  that 
his  chattels  had  been  wrongfully  converted  by  a  sale  of  them 
by  the  defendant,  who  had  received  the  money  therefor,  or  he 
may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  for  goods  sold.® 

f  681.  The  same  —  common  counts.  A  count  in  the  ordinary 
form  of  counts  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  is  sufficient.''  Thus,  an  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain  sum*  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  to  him  at  his  request,  and  that  defendant  has  not 
paid  for  the  same,  states  a  cause  of  action.^    A  complaint  alleg- 

2  Cordier  v.  Schloss,  18  Oal.  57a 

3  Acome  v.  American  Min.  Co.,  11  How.  Pr.  24;  Glenny  v.  Hitchlns, 
4  Id.  98;  Victors  v.  Davis,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  086;  see  Allen  v.  Patterson, 
7  N.  Y.  476;  57  Am.  Det.  542.  If  the  complaint  alleges  acceptance, 
It  is  not  demurrable  because  it  fails  to  show  a  delivery  within  the 
time  airreed.  Bedell  v.  Kowalsky,  90  Oal.  236;  and  see  Liogan  v. 
Apartment  Ass'n,  52  N.  Y.  St  Rep.  132. 

4  Cochran  v.  Goodman,  3  Cal.  244. 

8  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227;  Mayes  v.  Goldsmith,  58  Ind. 
94. 
•6  Harpendlng  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.  270. 

7  Freeborn  v.  Glaxer,  10  Cal.  337;  Abadie  v.  Carrillo.  32  Cal.  172; 
Magee  v.  Kast,  49  id.  141;  Allen  v.  Patterson.  7  N.  Y.  476;  57  Am. 
Dec.  542;  Higglns  v.  Germaine,  1  Mon.  230;  see  ante*  §  618. 

8  Abadie  V.  Carrillo,  32  Cal.  172. 
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ing  that  between  specified  days  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered 
to  defendant^  at  his  special  instance  and  request^  a  large  quantity 
of  boots  and  shoes  of  a  specified  value^  and  that  there  is  due 
and  unpaid  therefor  a  sum  designated^  which  he  promised  to 
pay,  but  though  often  requested  by  them,  has  wholly  refused,  is 
sufficient  on  demurrer.^  But  a  declaration  is  insufficient  which 
alleges  an  indebtedness  and  sets  forth  an  account,  but  does  not 
allege  the  sale  or  delivery  of  the  articles  to  the  defendant,  nor 
show  in  what  place  or  what  manner  the  indebtedness  accrued, 
whether  on  account  of  the  defendant  or  that  of  another.^^  An 
averment  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  on 
an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  in  a  specified  sum, 
and  that  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof,  is  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  such  indebtedness  is 
due  and  unpaid,  there  being  no  averment  as  to  time,  terms,  or 
circumstances  of  payment  indicating  the  contrary.**  It  is  not 
necessary  to  state  where  the  goods  were  sold.**  Where  the 
plaintiff,  under  a  contract  by  which  the  defendant  was  to  execute 
to  him  a  conveyance  of  certain  land  on  delivery  of  a  quantity 
of  wheat,  and  afterwards  rescinded  the  contract  on  account  of 
failure  of  title,  the  correct  form  of  pleading,  under  the  Code, 
in  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  wheat,  is  held  to  be  tlie 
common  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  omitting  all  refer- 
ence to  the  actual  contract.**  The  Code  procedure  has  not 
changed  the  former  rule  of  pleading,  that  a  party  who  has  fully 
performed  a  special  contract  on  his  part  may  count  upon  the 
implied  assumpsit  of  the  other  party  to  pay  him  the  stipulated 
price,  and  is  not  bound  to  declare  specially  on  the  agreement.** 
In  a  complaint  in  an  action  by  several  plaintiffs,  to  recover  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  an  allegation  of  partnership  is  not 
necessary,  and  an  allegation  of  sale  and  delivery  sufficiently 
implies  that  the  goods  belong  to  the  plaintiff.**^  That  the  plain- 
tiff had  purchased  a  quantity  of  goods  from  W.  &  P.,  then  and 
there  acting  as  agents  of  the  defendant,  is  only  another  form  of 
declaring  that  he  had  purchased  from  the  defendant,  and  is 

9  Phillips  V.  Barttlett  9  Borw.  678. 

10  Mershon  v.  Randall,  4  Cel.  324. 

11  Wilcox  V.  JamieaoD,  20  Col.  158. 
i2Behlon  v.  Shorb.  91  Oal.  141. 

13  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1  Wash.  St.  549. 

14  Hij?j?in8  V.  Newtown,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.,  66  N.  Y.  604;  Swan  Mfg.  Ox 
▼.  Electric  Light  Co..  46  N.  Y.  St  Rep.  635* 

15  PhiUlpe  V.  Bartlett,  9  Bobw.  67a 
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good  on  demurrer.  Where  the  complaint  sets  forth  in  haec  verba 
the  bill  of  sale^  it  was  held  to  remedy  a  defect  in  the  description 
of  the  quantity  of  goods  sold.^® 

I  692.  The  Mtine  —  iliort  form. 

Form  No.  i6i, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .  [or  be- 
tween certain  dates^  naming  them],  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of dollars,  on  an  ac- 
count for  goods  then  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  at 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof  .^^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  693.  Balance  of  account  for  goods  sold.  Where  a  complaint 
stated  a  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold,  and  in  addition,  with  a 
view  to  meet  a  probable  defense  of  payment  based  upon  the  giv- 
ing of  certain  notes  by  defendant,  and  a  receipt  in  full  by 
plaintiff,  stated  the  making  of  the  notes  and  receipt,  and  al- 
leged facts  attending  the  transaction,  which,  if  true,  avoided 
its  effect  as  payment,  by  reason  of  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  in  reference  to  the  transaction  claimed 
to  operate  as  payment,  were  not  material  allegations  requiring 
a  denial,  and  were  not,  therefore,  admitted  by  the  failure  of  de- 
fendant to  deny  them.^® 

I  604.  Hahure  of  claim.  The  complaint  should  indicate  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  claim,  and  the  period  within  which 
it  arose.^ 

16  Cochran  v.  Goodman,  3  Oal.  244. 

IT  This  form  is  supported  by  Allen  v.  Patterson.  7  N.  Y.  476; 
57  Am.  Deo.  542;  Adams  v.  HoHey,  12  How.  Pr.  326;  Cndllpp  v. 
Whipple.  4  Dner.  610;  Graham  v.  Oamman,  5  id.  687;  Chamberlain 
V.  Kaylor,  2  E.  D.  Smith.  134. 

18  Canfield  v.  Tobias,  21  Cal.  350.  In  an  action  for  the  price  of 
^oods  sold  and  delivered,  an  alleipatlon  that  a  further  sum  is  due  as 
interest  does  not  introduce  a  separate  cause  of  action,  or  render 
the  complaint  ambifruous,  unintelligible  or  uncertain.  Friend,  etc... 
Lumber  Co.  v.  MiUer,  67  Oal.  464. 

i»  Farcy  v.  Lee,  10  Abb.  Pr.  14a 
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§  695.  7or  goods  sold  and  doliverod  at  a  fixed  price. 

Form  No,  162, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  he  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  [fifty  casks 

of  sugar,  or  other  goods,  describing  them] . 

II.  That  the  defendant  then  promised  to  pay 

dollars  for  the  said  goods  [in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States]. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  696.  Debt,  when  due.  It  is  not  necessary  to  specify  any 
time  at  which  the  debt  was  to  be  paid.**  A  general  promise 
is  to  be  construed  as  a  promise  to  pay  immediately.^  And  if 
the  promise  was  to  pay  at  a  certain  time  not  yet  elapsed,  it  is 
matters  of  defense.^  But  if  a  day  was  fixed,  it  will,  if  stated, 
furnish  a  day  for  the  commencement  of  interest.^ 

S  697.  Demand.  No  demand  is  necessary.^  On  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  on  request,  though  no  request  is  necessary,  a  demand 
is  necessary  if  the  promisor  be  a  surety.^  But  upon  a  state 
of  facts  in  which  a  demand  would  be  necessary  if  the  plaintiff 
sued  for  damages  for  conversion,  it  is  equally  necessary  where 
he  sues  upon  the  implied  contract,  waiving  the  tort.*  The 
averment  of  the  demand  is  proper,  to  fix  the  time  of  interest.^ 

I  608.  Gold  coin.  Where  there  is  a  verbal  understanding 
that  the  price  of  the  goods  sold  shall  be  payable  in  gold  coin, 
it  may  be  enforced,  if  after  the  debt  has  accrued  and  suit  has 

20  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  622;  Gibbs  v.  Sotham,  5  Barn.  &.  Add. 
^11.  But  the  complaint  is  InBufficient  If  It  does  not  allege,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  that  the  debt  is  due  and  unpaid.  Jaqua  y. 
Shewalter,  10  Ind.  App.  234;  Musselman  v.  Wise,  84  Ind.  2^8. 

21  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  622;  Gibbs  y.  Sotham,  5  Bam.  &  Adol. 
«14. 

22  Smith  Y.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271. 

23  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Jewett,  2  N.  Y.  140;  51  Am.  Dec.  275. 

24  Gibbs  Y.  Southam,  5  Bam.  &  Adol.  Oil;  Lake  Ontario  R.  R.  Go. 
V.  Mason,  16  N.  Y.  451. 

25  Nelson  y.  Boetwlck,  5  Hill,  37;  40  Am.  Dec.  810;  Douglass 
Y.  Rathbone,  5  Hill,  143. 

26  Spoor  Y.  Newell,  3  Hill,  307. 

27  Beers  y.  Reynolds,  11  N.  Y.  07.  Sufficient  allegation  of  demand. 
Sf^e  Frank  y.  Murray,  7  Mont  4. 
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been  commenced^  one  of  the  firm^  in  the  firm  name^  makes  a 
contract  in  writing  to  pay  in  gold  coin^  said  contract  dated 
before  the  sale  of  such  goods^  provided  the  complaint  avers  a 
contract  to  pay  in  gold,  made  before  the  goods  were  sold.® 

S  699.  Haec  verba.  When  the  complaint  sets  forth  in  haec 
verba  the  bill  of  the  articles  purchased,  it  is  sufficient  to  inform 
the  defendant  with  what  he  is  charged,  for  he  is  presumed  to 
know  what  is  intended  by  his  own  account.  And  it  was  held 
to  remedy  a  defect  in  the  description  of  the  quantity  of  goodg 
sold.» 

§  700.  The  eame^  at  a  reasonable  price. 

Form  No.  163, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  he  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  [describe 

the  articles]. 

n.  That  the  same  were  reasonably  worth dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  701.  Debt  due.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  debt 
was  due  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  nor  even  at 
the  date  of  the  complaint*^ 

§  702.  Promise.  The  promise  to  pay  alleged  in  the  common 
count  in  assumpsit  was  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  from  the  facts 
stated,  and  need  not  be  averred  under  the  Code,  which  requires 
only  the  facts  to  be  stated.**  From  the  indebtedness  admitted, 
the  law  implies  a  promise  to  pay,  and  the  denial  of  any  expresa 
promise  raises  no  issue.**  The  law  implies  a  promise  to  pay  so 
much  as  the  goods  are  reasonably  worth.  This  is,  however,  a 
matter  of  law  and  should  not  be  pleaded." 

28  Meyer  v.  Kohu.  20  Cal.  278;  see  Cal.  Oode  Civ.  Pro.,  I  687. 

29  Cochran  v.  Goodman,  3  Cal.  245. 
80  Smith  V.  Holmes,  10  N.  Y.  271. 
M  Wllklng  V.  Stedfrer,  22  Oal.  232. 

ssLevlBon  v.  Schwartz.  22  Cal.  220;  83  Am.  Dec.  61. 
as  Farron  v.  Sherwood.  17  N.  Y.  230;  72  Am,  Dec.  461. 
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i  703.  Value,  allegation  of.  The  allegation  of  value  is  mate- 
rial.** 

I  704.  The  aame,  on  apecliled  prioe  and  credit. 

Form  No,  164, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18.  •,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant, 

at  his  request  [describe  articles],  for  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  therefor  to  the 

plaintiff  the  said  sum  of dollars,  on  or  before  the 

day  of ,  18. . 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  706.  Demand,  averment  of.  The  object  of  averring  a  de- 
mand is  simply  to  carry  interest.  It  has  been  held  in  New 
York  that  where  goods  are  purchased  at  a  price  fixed,  and  with- 
out fixing  any  term  of  credit,  if,  after  reasonable  time  elapses, 
the  account  is  presented  and  impliedly  admitted,  interest  iB 
properly  chargeable  from  the  time  of  the  demand." 

f  706.  The  same,  by  assignee  for  price  of  stock  and  fixtures 
of  store  and  good  will,  payable  by  installments.^ 

Form  No.  16$, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ..••••>  18. .,  at 

,  one  A.  B.  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant 

the  stock  and  fixtures  of  the  grocery  store,  No ,  in 

street,  in ,  the  property  of  said  A.  B., 

and  bargained,  sold,  and  relinquished  to  the  defendant  the  good 
will  of  the  business  theretofore  carried  on  by  the  said  A.  B. 

II.  That  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  said  A.  B. 

therefor  the  sum  of dollars,  in  five  equal  monthly 

installments,  the  first  installment  to  be  paid  on  the 

day  of .,  18. .,  and  the  remaining  installments  to 

84  Gregory  v.  Wright,  11  Abb.  Pr.  417. 

»  Beers  v.  Reynolds,  11  N.  Y.  97,  102;  affirming  S.  C,  32  Barb. 
288. 
86  See  Laurence  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eowalsky,  106  Cal.  41. 
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be  paid  on  the day  of  each  succeeding  months  until  all 

fihall  be  paid. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

lY.  [Allege  assignment  to  plaintiff.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  707.  Good  will.  Good  will  of  a  trade  is  the  probability  that 
the  business  will  continue  in  the  future  as  in  the  past,  adding 
to  the  profits  of  the  concern^  and  contributing  to  the  means  of 
meeting  its  accruing  engagements^  and  is  an  element  to  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  at  a  given  date  the  parties 
conducting  the  business  were  solvent.  It  is  a  part  of  the  part< 
nership  property,  and  adds  to  the  value  of  property  and  stock, 
and  will  accompany  the  sale.'^  Plaintiff  having  bought  certain 
horses  of  defendant,  as  also  the  ^^good  ^dll"  of  a  mercantile 
house  in  the  matter  of  drayage,  can  not  sue  to  recover  back  the 
purchase  money  on  the  ground  that  such  "good  will"  is  not 
vendible.*® 

§  708.  The  same,  by  a  firm  in  which  there  is  a  dormant  part- 
ner, the  price  being  agreed  upon. 

Form  No,  i66. 

[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 


A.  B.,  J.  B..,  and  J.  G.  J.,  Plaintiffs, 

against  y 

John  Doe,  Defendant.  | 

J 

.  The  plaintiffs  complain  of  the  defendant,  and  allege: 

T.  That  the  plaintiffs  are  copartners  in  business  in  the  city  of 
San  Francisco,  under  the  firm  name  of  B.  &  H.,  and  that  said 
plaintiff,  J.  C.  J.,  is  a  dormant  partner  in  said  firm. 

II.  That  on  or  about  the day  of >  18. ., 

the  said  plaintiffs,  in  their  firm  name,  sold  and  delivered  to  de- 
fendant, a  certain  quantity  of  merchandise,  to-wit,  dry  goods, 
in  the  quantities  and  at  and  for  the  prices  specified  in  the  bill 
tberoof,  hereto  annexed,  marked  "Exhibit  A,*'  and  made  part 
•of  this  complaint,  amounting  to  the  sum  of dollars. 

87Bell  V.  ElllB.  33  Cal.  620. 

tt  Buckingham  v.  Waters,  14  CaL  14& 
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III.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  same  at  the  expira* 
tion  of  four  months  from  the  said  date  of  sale. 

IV.  That  said  time  has  elapsed,  and  the  said  defendant  haa 
not  paid  the  same  or  any  part  thereof.^ 

[Demand  or  Judokeni.] 

§  709.  For  goods  delivered  to  a  third  party  at  defendant's 
request,  at  a  fixed  price. 

Form  No.  167. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  he  sold  to  the  defendant  [two  hundred  bags  of 

coffee],  and  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  delivered ^the  same 
to  one  A.  B. 

n.  That  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
dollars  therefor. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  710.  Delivery.  When  goods  sold  are  delivered  to  a  third 
person  for  the  exclusive  use  of  such  person,  the  plaintiff,  in  an 
action  against  the  purchaser,  is  bound  to  aver  delivery  to  the 
third  party  in  the  complaint.  It  is  only  as  a  conclusion  of  law 
that  such  a  delivery  ^mounts  to  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser.*^ 
But  a  variance  in  this  respect  may  be  disregarded  if  the  defend- 
ant does  not  appear  to  have  been  misled.** 

I  711.  Who  liable.  That  person  is  liable  to  whom  the  creditor 
at  the  time  gave  the  credit.*^    But  if  the  credit  is  not  given 

39  As  to  the  necessity  of  joining  the  dormant  partner 'as  plaintiff, 
see  ante,  %  142.  That  a  dormant  party  is  a  necessary  party  plain- 
tiff, see  Secor  v.  Keller,  4  Duer,  416;  compare  Belshaw  v.  Colie, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  213. 

'^o  Smith  V.  Leland,  2  Duer,  407.  In  an  action  against  two  as 
partners,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  them  at  their  Instance 
and  request,  where  the  evidence  Is  to  the  effect  that  they  had 
merely  undertaken  to  be  responsible  for  the  purchase  of  said  goods 
by  a  oertaln  oori)oratlon,  the  jury  should  be  instructed  to  return  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  if  they  find  that  the  goods  were  sold 
to  Buoh  corporation.    Kelly  v.  Johnson,  5  Wash.  St.  785. 

41  Rogers  V.  Verona,  1  Bosw.  417;  Brlggs  v.  Evans,  1  B.  D.  Smith, 
192. 

42Storr  V.  Scott,  6  Carr.  &  P.  241:  Cnilt.  on  Cont  226;  Story  on 
.\?ency,  213,  §  263;  Smith's  Merc.  L.  212. 

Vol.  T— of) 
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to  the  person  making  such  agreement,  his  undertaking  is  col- 
lateral,  and  must  be  in  writing.^ 

I  719.  J*or  goods  sold,  but  not  dellTerody  prioo  flxod* 

Form  No.  j68. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  he  sold  to  the  defendant  [all  the  potatoes  then 

growing  on  his  farm  in ]. 

II.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff 

dollars  for  the  same. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judomsnt.] 

^  Dlzon  y.  Fraiee,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  82;  Brlggs  y.  Byans.  id.  182: 


- 1 


CHAPTER  V. 

GUARANTIES. 

S  713.  AgaiBSt  principal  and  Buretiea  on  contract  for  work. 

Form  No.  j6q. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  certain  articles  of  agreement  were  made  and  en- 
tered into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  under  their 

respective  hands  and  seals,  and  bearing  date  the day 

of ,  18. .,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [insert 

copy]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  afterwards  duly  performed  all  the  con- 
ditions of  the  said  contract  on  his  part,  and  that  the  same  was 

fully  completed  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  that  on  that  day  he  was  entitled  to  have  and  receive  from  the 
said  defendants,  upon  the  said  contract,  for  the  said  work,  men- 
tioned in  the  said  agreement,  a  large  sum  of  money,  viz.,  the 
sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  said  defendants  have  wholly  failed  to  perform 
the  said  contract  on  their  parts. 

IV.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  714.  Absolnte,  conditional,  and  continuing:  goarantiM  — 
demand.  A  mere  offer  to  guarantee  is  not  binding  until  notice 
of  its  acceptance  is  communicated  by  the  guarantee  to  the 
guarantor,  but  an  absolute  guaranty  is  binding  upon  the  guaran- 
tor, vrithout  notice  of  acceptance-^  In  cases  of  a  clear  and 
absolute  guaranty,  demand  on  the  principal  and  notice  to  the 
guarantor  is  not  necessary.^    But  where  the  guarantor  is  to 

1  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  2795;  Fisk  v.  Stone,  6  Dak.  35. 

9  Allen  V.  Ri^htmere,  20  Johns.  365;  11  Am.  Dec.  288;  Mann  v. 
Eckford'8  Ex'rs.  15  Wend.  502;  Kemble  v.  Wanis.  10  id.  374; 
RuBhmore  v.  MlUer,  4  Edw.  Oh.  84:  Van  Rensselaer  v.  MiUer,  Hill 
ft  D.  Supp.  237;  McKenzie  v.  Farrell,  4  Bobw.  192;  Barhydt  v. 
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pay,  in  case  the  principal  fails  to  pay  on  demand,  a  demand  is 
necessary,  and  must  be  averred  and  proved.^  If  one  guarantees 
a  debt  to  be  collected  by  himself,  demand  on  the  principal  debtor 
need  not  be  shown;  otherwise  on  a  demand  against  one  who 
merely  guarantees  a  debt  where  the  creditor  is  to  collect.*  Thus 
in  an  action  where  the  plaintiff  guaranteed  that  certain  certifi- 
cates of  stock  should  pay  ten  per  cent,  per  annum,  an  averment 
that  no  dividend  was  made  was  insufficient.  The  undertaking 
was  collateral,  and  in  all  such  cases  a  demand  and  notice  must 
be  averred,*  On  a  general  guaranty  that  debtor  will  pay,  de- 
mand on  the  principal  is  not  necessary  to  fix  the  liability  of  the 
surety,  except  for  laches  of  the  creditor.**  So  where  demand 
would  be  useless,  as  where  the  principal  debtor  is  insolvent.'' 

The  liability  of  a  conditional  guarantor  is  commensurate  with 
that  of  his  principal,  and  he  is  no  more  entitled  to  notice  of  a 
default,  unless  the  act  is  beyond  his  inquiry.®  Where  the  lia- 
bility of  the  guarantor  depends  upon  an  action  against  the 
principal,  it  is  only  necessary  to  show  a  suit  against  the  prin- 
cipal.® Where  one  guarantees  the  debt  of  another  in  considera- 
tion of  a  stay  of  proceedings  against  the  debtor,  the  promise 
of  the  creditor  is  a  condition  precedent,  and  its  performance 
must  be  alleged  in  an  action  against  the  guarantor.*®  Upon  a 
guaranty  that  the  judgment  is  collectible,  proceedings  for  the 
collection  in  due  course  of  law  is  a  condition  precedent,  and  its 
performance  must  be  shown,  or  excuse  for  its  nonperformance.** 

When,  by  the  terms  of  the  guaranty,  it  is  evident  the  object 

ElllB.  46  N.  Y.  110;  CJordier  v.  Thompson.  8  Daly,  172;  but  compare 
Mechanics*  Fire  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Ogden,  1  Wend.  137;  Morris  v.  Wads- 
worth.  11  Id.  100. 

3  Douglass  V.  Rathbone,  5  Hill,  143;  Bank  of  N.  T.  v.  Livingstone, 

2  Johns.  Gas.  409;  Nelson  v.  Boat  wick,  5  Hill,  37;  40  Am.  Dec.  311; 
Bush  V.  StevenR.  24  Wend.  256. 

4  Millikwi  V.  Byerly,  6  How.  Pr.  214. 

6  Hank   v.   Crittenden,   2  McLean,   557;   Hernandez   v.    Stilwell, 
7  Daly,  360;  Greely  v.  McCoy,  3  S.  Dak.  218. 

6  Clark  V.  Burdett.  2  Hall,  217;  Union  Bank  v.  Coster's  Executors, 

3  N.  Y.  206;  53  Am.  Dec.  280. 

7  Morris  v.  Wadsworth,  11  Wend.  100;  see,  also,  Cooke  v.  Nathan, 
16  Barb.  342. 

s  Douglass  V.  Howland,  24  Wend.  35. 

0  Morris  v.  Wadsworth,  17  Wend.  103;  but  see  Gooke  v.  Natban» 
16  Barb.  342;  see.  also.  Prentiss  v.  Garlan*d,  64  Me.  155. 
10  Smith  V.  Compton,  6  Cal.  24. 
n  Mains  v.  Haight,  14  Barb.  7a 
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is  to  give  a  standing  credit  to  the  principal^  to  be  used  from 
time  to  time  either  indefinitely  or  until  a  certain  period,  then 
the  liability  is  continuing;  but  when  no  time  is  fixed,  and 
nothing  in  the  instrument  indicates  a  continuance  of  the  un- 
dertaking, the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  a  limited  liability  as  to 
time,  whether  the  amount  is  limited  or  not.^^  The  intention 
of  the  parties  must  be  ascertained  and  carried  into  effect,  and 
in  arriving  at  that  intent,  the  language  of  the  contract  must  be 
construed  according  to  its  plain  and  obvious  import.**  In  case 
of  ambiguity,  the  language  is  to  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  guarantor.** 

§  716.  Consideration.  A  guaranty  must  be  in  writing,  but  the 
consideration  need  not  be  stated.*^  And  it  is  confined  to  the 
person  or  persons  to  whom  addressed  to  give  a  credit  on  it.**  A 
guaranty  not  under  seal  nor  expressing  consideration,  marie 
contemporaneously  with  the  contract  guaranteed,  is  a  part  of 
the  contract,  and  the  expression  of  the  consideration  in  the 
guaranty  takes  the  contract  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.*^ 
Thus  a  guaranty  indorsed  on  a  charterparty  at  the  same  time 
with  its  execution,  and  the  consideration  of  one  being  in  fact  the 
consideration  of  the  other,  is  good.*®  The  charterparty  re- 
ferred to  in  the  guaranty  becomes  part  thereof.  But  if  the 
guaranty  were  executed  subsequently,  it  would  fail  for  want  of 
consideration,  or  of  the  expression  of  consideration.** 

I  716.  Ghiaranty  by  factor.  A  factor  who  charges  his  prin- 
cipal with  a  guaranty  commission  upon  a  sale,  thereby  assumed 

12  Christ  V.  Burlingame,  62  Barb.  351;  Doscher  v.  Shaw,  62  N.  Y. 
602;  Sickle  v.  Marsh,  44  How.  Pr.  91.  As  to  Uabillty  o€  guarantors, 
generally,  see  Oal.  CivU  Code,  §§  2806-2815. 

13  Christ  V.  Burlingame,  62  Barb.  351. 

14  Id. 

16  Packard  v.  Richardson,  17  Mass.  122;  9  Am.  Deo.  123.  A  com- 
plaint upon  a  guaranty  which  expressly  alleges  that  It  was  given 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  renew  the  note  of  a  third 
person,  is  sufficient  on  demurrer,  although  it  also  sets  forth  a 
writing  which  purports  to  contain  the  guarantee,  but  which  Is 
defective  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds  in  not  stating  the  con- 
sideration.   Oahill  Iron  Works  v.  Pemberton,  30  Abb.  N.  O.  460. 

i«  Taylor  v.  Wetmore,  10  Ohio,  490. 

17  Jones  y.  Post,  6  Cal.  102;  see  Civil  Cbde,  §  2792;  Bllenwood  r. 
Fults,  63  Barb.  321;  Gagan  v.  Stevens,  4  Utah,  848. 

iSHaseltlne  v.  Larco,  7  Oal.  82. 
Mid, 
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absolutely. to  pay  the  price  when  it  falls  due,  as  if  it  were  a  debt 
of  his  own,  and  not  as  a  mere  guarantor  for  the  purchaser; 
but  he  does  not  thereby  assume  any  additional  responsibility  for 
the  safety  of  his  remittances  of  the  proceeds.** 

§  717.  Joinder  of  parties.  In  New  York  it  is  held  that  the 
princip&l  and  sureties  who  engage  by  different  instruments,  al- 
though written  upon  the  same  paper,  should  not  be  joined  as 
parties  in  one  action.^^  So  a  claim  against  a  debtor  on  a  sealed 
contract,  and  one  against  a  guarantor  by  another  sealed  instru- 
ment in  the  paper,  can  net  be  united^^  as  the  original  liability 
and  the  guaranty  are  separate  contracts.^  But  they  may  be 
joined  when  they  engage  by  one  instrument.^  In  Iowa,  un- 
der a  similar  statute,  the  contrary  is  held.^  In  California  they 
may  be  joined  whether  the  hability  is  created  by  the  same  or 
separate  instruments.^ 

I  718.  Promise  in  writingr.  It  need  not  be  alleged  in  the 
complaint  that  the  promise  of  the  guarantor  was  in  writing." 
A  parol  guaranty  of  the  payment  or  collection  of  a  note,  given 
on  its  transfer  in  payment  for  property  purchased,  or  debt  due 
by  the  guarantor,  is  not  within  the  Statute  of  Brands,  but  may 
be  enforced.^  An  agent  authorized  to  sell  a  note,  and  not 
limited  by  instructions,  can  bind  his  principal  by  a  guaranty 
that  it  is  good  or  collectible.^ 

ao  Oal.  avil  Code,  §  2029. 

M  AUen  V.  Fosgate,  11  How.  Pr.  218;  oyermling  Bnos  v.  Thomas, 
4  id.  48. 

22  De  Bidder  y.  Schermerbom,  10  Barb.  688. 

a  Brewster  v.  Silence,  8  N.  Y.  207;  overruling  Bnos  v.  Tbomas, 
4  How.  Pr.  48. 

2i  Carman  y.  Plass,  23  N.  T.  280. 

2S  Marvin  v.  Adamson,  11  Iowa,  STL 

20  Code  of  Civ.  Pro.,  §  383.  In  Utab,  tbe  maker  and  the  guarantor 
of  a  note  may  be  sued  thereon  in  the  same  action.  Gagan  t. 
Stevens,  4  Utah,  348. 

27 1  Chit  PI.  270;  Wakefield  v.  Greenbood,  29  Cal.  697. 

2S  Losses  V.  Williams,  6  Lans.  228. 

20  Losses  V.  WiUiams,  6  Lans.  228.  As  to  the  sufficiency  and 
validity  of  parol  promises,  as  original  and  Indepenaent  contracts, 
to  exclude  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  determined 
in  oases  depending  on  particular  facts,  see  Clifford  v.  Luhrin?. 
60  111.  401;  Bunting  v.  Darbyshire.  75  id.  408;  Horn  v.  Bray.  55  Md. 
555;  Wills  v.  Brown.  118  Mass.  137:  Walker  v.  Hill.  119  id.  2-49: 
Booth  T.  Elgbmie,  60  N.  Y.  238;  19  Am.  Rep.  171;  Townsend  v. 
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I  719.  On  an  agreement  to  be  answerable  for  tlie  prioe  of 
goods  sold. 

Form  No.  i/o. 

[TiTLB.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  defendant,  would  sell  to  one  A.  B.,  on  a  credit  of 

months,  such  goods  as  said  A.  B.  should  desire  to  buy 

of  this  plaintiff,  the  defendant  promised  to  be  answerable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  payment  by  said  A.  B.  of  the  price  of  goods 
so  sold  on  credit. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  and  on  the  faith  of  said 
guaranty,  sold  and  delivered  to  said  A.  B.  [describe  the  goods], 

for  the  sum  of dollars,  upon  a  credit  of 

months,  of  all  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice. 

III.  That  pajrment  of  the  same  was  thereafter  demanded  from 
said  A.  B.,  but  the  same  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  notice  of  such  demand  and  nonpayment  was  given 
to  the  defendant. 

V.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. . .,  at 

,  payment  of  the  same  was  demanded  by  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  defendant. 

VI.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

{  720.  Form  of  guaranty.  '*  Mr.  H.,  Sir:  You  can  let  I>. 
have  what  goods  he  calls  for,  and  I  will  see  that  the  same  are 
settled  for.     Yours  truly,  H.  S.  B.^' —  is  a  continued  guaranty.^*^ 

Where  a  vendor  of  shares  of  fruit,  growing  in  an  orchard, 
guaranteed  the  vendee  that  he  should  collect  the  fruit  without 
disturbance  and  annoyance,  and  the  vendee  was  subsequently 
prevented  from  gathering  all  the  fruit  by  third  persons,  the 
vendee  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  vendor  on  his  guaranty, 

Long,  77  Penn.  St.  143;  18  Am.  Rep.  438.  For  action  against 
principal  and  sureties  on  promissory  note,  and  against  guarantora 
thereon,  see  Promissory  Notes,  post.  In  an  action  to  charge  de- 
fendants as  guarantors  of  a  note,  the  complaint  can  not  be  amended 
at  the  trial  to  conform  the  pleading  to  the  proof  fixing  the  liability 
of  defendants  as  indorsers.  Peters  v.  Chamberlain,  13  N.  Y.  Supi;^* 
457. 
soHotchkiss  V.  Barnes,  34  Conn.  27. 
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as  he  was  not  bound  to  take  a  portion  of  his  contract.^*  But 
where  the  one  person  wrote,  "Let  M.  (the  writer's  brother) 
have  what  goods  he  may  want,  on  four  months,  and  he  will  pay 
as  usual,''  it  was  held  to  be  merely  an  expression  of  confidence, 
and  not  a  guaranty.*^ 

§  721.  Good  or  collectible.  A  guaranty  to  the  effect  that  an 
obligation  is  good,  or  is  collectible,  imports  that  the  debtor  is 
solvent,  and  that  the  demand  is  collectible  by  the  usual  legal 
proceedings,  if  taken  with  reasonable  diligence.^  Such  guar- 
anty is  not  discharged  by  an  omission  to  take  proceedings  upon 
the  principal  debt,  or  upon  any  collateral  security  for  its  pay- 
ment, if  no  part  of  the  debt  could  have  been  collected  thereby.** 

§  722.  Liability,  limitatioii  of.  Where  one  guarantees  in 
writing  the  debt  of  another  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  by 
the  guaranty  the  defendant  becomes  the  debtor  of  plaintiff,  and 
no  limitation  could  defeat  the  action,  except  that  prescribed 
for  indebtedness  evidenced  by  the  written  guaranty."^  A  delay 
of  three  years  in  giving  notice  that  a  guaranty  in  similar  terms 
has  become  operative,  discharges  the  guarantor.** 

§  723.  Notice  —  pleading.  Where  the  guaranty  relates  to  a 
bill  of  goods,  the  guarantor  must  be  immediately  notified  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  guaranty,'^  to  be  given  in  a  reasonable  time.^ 
In  some  of  the  states,  the  guarantor  is  entitled  to  notice  that 
his  guaranty  has  been  accepted.^  On  a  guaranty  of  prompt 
payment  an  allegation  that  the  guarantor  has  not  paid  is  es- 
sential. Merely  alleging  that  the  principal  debtor  has  not  paid 
is  insufficient.*^    WTiere  a  note  is  indorsed,  "For  value  re- 

81  Dabovi<?h  v.  Emeric,  12  Cal.  171. 

32  Eaton  V.  Mayo,  US  Mass.  141;  and  see  Swltzer  v.  Baker,  96* 
Gal.  589. 

85  Gal.  OivU  Oode,  |  2800. 
84  Id.,  §  2801. 

86  Whiting  V.  Clark.  17  Cal.  407. 
88  Whiting  V.  Stacy,  15  Gray,  270. 

87  Taylor  v.  Wetmore,  10  Ohio,  490. 

88  Mussey  v.  Bayner,  22  Pick.  223;  Norton  v.  Bastman,  4  GreenL 
521;  Tnckerman  v.  French,  7  id.  115;  Babcock  v.  Bryant,  12  Pick. 
133;  Beckman  v.  Hale,  17  Johns.  134. 

80  Oaks  V.  Weller,  13  Vt.  106;  37  Am.  Dec.  583;  Hank  v.  Orittenden^ 
2  McLean,  557;  How  v.  Nichols,  9  Shop.  175;  Hill  y.  Ccrfvln,  4  How. 
(MlSB.)  231. 

40  Boberts  v.  Treadwell,  60  Cal.  520. 
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ceived  I  hereby  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  within  note,  de- 
mand for  payment,  protest  and  notice  of  protest  waived,"  the 
undertaking  is  not  a  strict  or  collateral  guaranty,  but  an  origi- 
nal promise  to  pay  the  note,  and  in  an  action  thereon  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  the  insolvency  of  the  maker,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  made  an  eflEort  to  collect  the  note.**  The  complaint 
in  an  action  on  a  guaranty  to  pay  a  note  out  of  a  particular 
fund,  after  the  same  has  been  collected  by  a  guarantor,  is  suffi- 
cient on  demurrer,  without  an  averment  that  all  of  the  fund  has 
been  collected.*^  A  complaint  on  a  written  guaranty,  purport- 
ing to  be  signed  by  a  firm,  the  action  being  against  a  single 
defendant,  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action  as  to  him  without 
showing  that  he  alone  is  bound  by  the  guaranty,  and  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  that  he  agreed  to  give  the  guaranty,  and 
that  he  has  signed  it  himself.*® 

S  704.    Against    guarantor  of  mortgage  to  Toco^er  deAciency 
after  foreclosure. 

Form  No.  171. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of • .,  18 .  . , 

the  defendants  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff, 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  in  the  words  and  figures  follow- 
ing:    [Copy  agreement.] 

II.  That  the  principal  sum  secured  by  the  note  and  mortgage 
referred  to  in  the  said  agreement  became  due  and  payable  on 

the day  of ,  18. .,  and  that  on  or  about, 

etc.,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  in  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state,  for  the  foreclosure 

41  Wood  V.  Famham,  1  Okl.  4S75;  and  see  Ward  v.  Wilson,  100  Ind. 
52;  50  Am.  Rep.  763;  Nading  v.  McGregor,  121  Ind.  465;  Shearer  v. 
Peale,  9  Ind.  App.  282.  Whether  an  agreement  by  a  third  party 
to  pay  for  supplies  furnished  to  a  corporation  Is  one  of  original 
promise  or  of  guaranty  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  It  is  not  determined 
by  the  fact  that  charges  are  made  and  statements  furnished  to 
the  corporation,  if  the  promisor  so  ordered;  but  If  any  credit  was 
in  fact  given  to  the  cori)oration,  or  it  was  treated  as  in  any  degrop 
liable  for  the  indebtedness,  the  promisor  can  not  be  charged  fis 
an  original  contractor,  but  at  most  as  a  mere  guarantor.  Harrfs 
T.  Frank,  81  C?al.  280. 

42Mnner  v.  Ohm.  66  Cal.  475. 

^Boee  V.  Feldman,  67  Cal.  100. 

60 
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of  the  said  mortgage;  and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had, 

that  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  a  decree  was 

made  hy  the  said  court,  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  said  mortgage 
and  sale  of  the  premises>  and  that  if  the  proceeds  of  such  sale 
should  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount  reported  due  to  the 
plaintiff^  with  interest  and  costs,  the  amount  of  such  deficiency 
should  be  specified  in  the  report  of  sale  therein,  and  W.,  one 
of  the  defendants  therein,  should  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  pursuant  to  said  decree  or  judgment-order,  the 
premises  were  duly  sold  on,  etc.,  by  the  sheriff  of,  etc.,  for  the 
price  or  sum  of,  etc.  [and  that  the  plaintiff  became  the  pur- 
chaser thereof]. 

lY.  That  upon  said  sale  there  occurred  a  deficiency  of,  etc., 
as  appears  by  the  sheriff's  report  of  said  sale,  duly  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of,  etc.,  and  that  thereupon,  to-wit,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  a  judgment  was  rendered 

in  said  court  against  W.  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  said 

sum  of,  etc.,  with  interest  from ,  18. .,  of  which 

no  part  has  been  paid. 

V.  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  de- 
manded of  the  defendants  payment  of  the  amount  of  such  de- 
ficiency, and  at  the  same  time  tendered  to  them  an  assignment 
of  said  judgment  against  W.,  duly  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  but 
tliat  the  defendants  refused  to  pay  the  same,  and  have  ever  since 
iK^glected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same,  although  the  plaintiff 
has  always  been,  and  still  is,  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  to 
said  defendants  an  assignment  of  said  judgment  upon  being 
paid  the  amount  due  thereon.*^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  725.  Action  may  be  on  the  note.  That  a  mortgage  given 
to  secure  the  payment  of  several  notes  falling  due  at  different 
times,  provides  for  payment  at  times  or  in  modes  different 
from  the  notes,  is  no  objection  to  suit  on  the  notes  at  their  ma- 
turity. The  mortgage  is  no  part  of  the  contract  of  indebted- 
ness.* 

44  This  form  is  from  "Abbott's  Forma,"  vol.  1.  p.  295,  and  is 
sustained  by  (Goldsmith  v.  Brown,  35  Barb.  485.  but  the  recovery 
is  limited  by  the  sum  actually  paid. 

45  Robinson  v.  Smith,  14  CbI.  9.5.  As  to  actions  against  admliUs- 
trators  and  executors,  seer  ante,  S  417,  et  seq* 
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i  726.  Dtmand  of  Judgment.  If  the  sheriff  returns  the  amount 
due^  and  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  fully  paid  by  the  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property^  the  clerk,  without  further  order  of  the 
court,  dockets  the  judgment  for  the  balance  due  again&t  those 
defendants  named  in  the  judgment  as  personally  liable  for  the 
debt,  upon  which  docketed  judgment  execution  may  issue.^ 

§  727.  Interest.  Where  the  assignee  of  a  mortgage  agreed 
to  waive  his  lien  in  favor  of  one  who  had  agreed  to  advance 
money  to  replace  buildings  destroyed  by  fire,  but  no  agreement 
at  the  time  was  made  as  to  interest,  the  guaranty  of  the  assignee 
extended  no  further  than  the  contract,  and  as  this  was  silent  as 
to  the  interest,  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  the  law  allowed 
could  not  be  collected.*^ 

§  728.  Hortgage  as  security.  This  form  of  action  would  not 
apply  under  the  statutes  of  California,  and  we  here  append  the 
following  notes  and  authorities  as  to  the  practice  in  this  state. 
It  will  be  seen  by  the  current  of  authorities  that  the  action  must 
be  updn  the  original  indebtedness,  and  that  the  mortgage  is  con- 
sidered as  a  mere  security.*®  A  mortgage  is,  therefore,  a  mere 
security  for  the  debt,  and  does  not  pass  the  fee,  nor  give  right 
to  entry.**  A  mortgage  in  California,  then,  does  not  confer  a 
right  to  the  possession  of  real  property,  except  as  a  result  of 
foreclosure  and  sale.*^  And  the  vendee  of  the  mortgagor  can 
not  be  ousted  by  a  purchaser  under  the  decree  of  foreclosure  and 
sale,  unless  such  vendee  was  made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure 
suit."  It  shall  not  be  deemed  a  conveyance,  whatever  its  terms, 
so  as  to  enable  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  to  recover  possession 
of  the  real  property,  without  a  foreclosure  and  sale,**^  thus  re- 
stricting the  mortgage  to  the  mere  purposes  of  security.*"*  The 
words  "whatever  its  terms,**  do  not  relate  to  stipulations  for 

4«LeTiBton  v.  Swan,  33  Cal.  480. 

4T  Godfrey  v.  CaldweU,  3  Cal.  101.  • 

^  McMman  V.  Richards,  9  Oal.  365;  70  Am.  Dec.  665;  Tapla  r. 
Ppmartlnl.  77  Cal.  383;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  288. 

49  McMillan  V.  Richards,  9  Cal.  365;  HTaffley  v.  Mal^r,  13  Id.  18; 
Foparty  v.  Sawyer,  17  Id.  589;  Stewart  v.  Powers,  98  id.  514. 

BO  Kldd  V.  Teeple,  22  Oal.  255. 

M  HatHey  v.  Maler,  13  Cal.  13. 

52  Cal.  Prac.  Act,  fi  260;  Code  Civ.  Pro..  $  744. 

M  McMillan  v.  Richards,  9  Cal.  365;  70  Am.  Dec.  655;  Grattan  ▼. 
WlpidnR.  23  Cal.  16:  Diitton  v.  Warsohauer,  21  Id.  609;  82  Am.  Dec 
765;  Skinner  v.  Buck,  29  Oal.  253. 
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possession  or  sale.**  A  deed  of  trust,  the  trustee  not  being  the 
creditor,  but  a  third  party,  given  to  secure  a  note,  and  authoriz- 
ing the  trustee  to  sell  the  land  at  public  auction,  and  execute  to 
the  purchaser  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  the  same,  upon 
default  in  paying  the  note  or  interest,  as  it  falls  due,  and  out  of 
the  proceeds  to  satisfy  the  trust  generally,  and  to  render  the 
surplus  to  the  grantor,  etc.,  is  not  a  mortgage  requiriag  judicial 
foreclosure  and  sale.** 

S  728.  Necessary  averment.  Where  the  plaintiffs  held  cer- 
tain security  on  real  estate  for  the  payment  of  an  indebtedness 
of  M.  to  them,  but  gave  up  and  canceled  such  security  upon  B. 
executing  a  bond  in  their  favor,  the  condition  of  which  was 
that  B.  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  such  amount,  not  exceeding 
four  thousand  dollars,  as  should  be  found  due  to  them  from  M. 
after  sale  of  certain  goods,  and  the  winding  up  of  the  accounts 
of  M.  with  the  plaintiffs,  the  payment  of  which  bond  was 
guaranteed  by  the  defendant  under  the  same  conditions  ex- 
pressed therein,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  on  the  defendant's 
guaranty,  that  the  want  of  an  averment  in  the  complaint  of  the 
winding  up  of  the  accounts  of  the  plaintiffs  with  M.,  or  any 
averment  equivalent  thereto,  rendered  the  complaint  sub- 
stantially defective,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant 
on  demurrer  to  the  complaint.** 

I  730.  Parol  evidence.  Parol  evidence  of  previous  agree- 
ment to  give  a  guaranty,  or  of  knowledge  of  the  relations  be- 
tween the  principal  parties,  is  inadmissible  to  make  that  a  con- 
tinuing guaranty  which  is  not  so  upon  its  face.*^^  So  to  charge 
one  as  guarantor  who  is  not  embraced  in  the  writing.** 

I  781.  On  a  guaranty  of  a  precedent  debt. 

Form  No.  i^2, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the ■  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  one  A.  B.  was  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the 

rom  of dollars. 

MFograrty  v.  Sawyer,  17  Cal.  589. 

MKoch  V.  Bri^^B.  14  Cal.  256;  73  Am.  Dec.  651. 

MMlckle  V.  Sanchez.  1  C&l.  200. 

vr  Boston,  etc.,  GlaFS  Co.  v.  Moor<^.  119  Mass.  485. 

m  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bennett,  83  Mich.  520. 
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II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

y  the  defendant  made  and  subscribed  a  memo- 
randum in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of 
the  guaranty],  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby 
he  promised  to  the  plaintiff  to  answer  to  him  for  said  debt. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
thereof  on  his  part. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Dekand  of  Judombnt.] 

I  738.  Against  suretiM  for  payment  of  rent. 

Form  No.  173, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  one  W.  B.  hired  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  term 

of years  the  [house  No street, 

city  of ,  at  the  annual  rent  of dol- 
lars, payable  monthly]. 

II.  That  [at  the  same  time  and  place]  the  defendant  agreed, 
in  consideration  of  the  letting  of  the  said  premises  to  the  said 
W.  B.,  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  said  rent. 

III.  That  the  rent  aforesaid  for  the  month  ending  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  amounting  to 

dollars,  has  not  been  paid. 

[If  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  notice  is  required  to  be 

given  to  the  surety,  add:]     IV.  That  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendant 

of  the  nonpayment  of  the  said  rent,  and  demanded  payment 
thereof. 

V.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same.^* 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

\  783.  Chiaranty  to  be  in  writing  in  California.  The  follow- 
ing provisions  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California  cover  so  many 
disputed  questions,  that  it  is  thought  best  to  insert  them  here. 
The  Code  provides: 

§  2793.  Except  as  prescribed  by  the  next  section,  a  guaranty 
must  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  guarantor;  but  the  writ- 
ing need  not  express  a  consideration.*^ 

Bd  The  second  count  is  a  snfflclent  statement  of  consideration. 
Caballero  v.  Slater,  14  C.  B.  303. 
00  A  contract  of  guaranty  is  a  collateral  undertaking,  and  can 
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§  2794.  A  promiBe  to  answer  for  the  obligation  of  another^ 
in  any  of  the  following  cases,  is  deemed  an  original  obligation 
of  the  promisor,  and  need  not  be  in  writing:  1.  Where  the 
promise  is  made  by  one  who  has  received  property  of  another 
upon  an  undertaking  to  apply  it  pursuant  to  such  promise;  or 
by  one  who  has  received  a  discharge  from  an  obligation  in  whole 
or  in  part,  in  consideration  of  such  promise;  2.  Where  the  cred- 
itor parts  with  value,  or  enters  into  an  obligation,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  obligation  in  respect  to  which  the  promise  is  made,, 
in  terms  or  under  circumstances  such  as  to  render  the  party 
making  the  promise  the  principal  debtor,  and  the  person  in 
whose  behalf  it  is  made  his  surety;  3.  Where  the  promise,  being 
for  an  antecedent  obligation  of  another,  is  made  upon  the  con- 
sideration that  the  party  receiving  it  cancels  the  antecedent 
obligation,  accepting  the  new  promise  as  a  substitute  therefor;  or 
upon  the  consideration  that  the  party  receiving  it  release  the  - 
propeity  of  another  from  a  levy,  or  his  person  from  imprison- 
ment under  an  execution  on  a  judgment  obtained  upon  the  ante- 
cedent obligation;  or  upon  a  consideration  beneficial  to  the 
promisor,  whether  moving  from  either  party  to  the  antecedent 
obligation,  or  from  another  person;  4.  Where  a  factor  under- 
takes, for  a  commission,  to  sell  merchandise,  and  guarantee  the 
sale;  5.  Where  the  holder  of  an  instrument  for  the  pajrment  of 
money,  upon  which  a  third  person  is  or  may  become  liable  to 
him,  transfers  it  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt  of  his  own, 
or  for  a  new  consideration,  and  in  connection  with  such  transfer 
enters  into  a  promise  respecting  such  instrument. 

I  784.  L«aMs.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  lease  from 
A.  to  B.,  C.  wrote  underneath  it:  ''I  hereby  agree  to  pay  the 
rent  stipulated  above  when  it  shall  become  due,  provided  the 
said  B.  does  not  pay  the  same" — this  must  be  considered  as 
a  part  of  the  lease  itself,  and  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds .•' 

not  exist  without  the  presence  of  a  main  or  substantive  liabllltT 
to  which  It  is  collateral.  And  where  there  is  no  primary  liability 
of  a  third  person  to  the  promise,  which  continues  after  the  con- 
tract is  made,  the  contract  can  not  be  one  of  guaranty,  bat  is  an 
orii?ina]  promise,  which  need  not  be  In  writing.  Kilbride  v.  Mom» 
113  Oal.  432. 
«  Evoy  V.  Tewksbory,  6  Oal.  286. 
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<  I  INSURANCB. 


I  785.  On  flr«  policy  —  hy  the  Insured. 

Form  No.  174, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendants  are  a  corporation  duly  created  by  and 
under  the  laws  of  this  state  [or  the  state  of^  etc.],  organized 
pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislature  [of  said  state]  entitled 
[title  of  the  act],  passed  [date  of  passage],  and  the  acts  amend- 
ing the  same. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  [was  the  owner  of,  or]  had  an  interest 

in  a  [dwelling-house,  known  as  No.  200 street,. 

in  the  city  of ],  at  the  time  of  its  insurance  and 

destruction  [or  injury]  by  fire  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff 

to  the  defendants  of  the  premium  of dollars,  the 

defendants,  by  their  agents  duly  authorized  thereto,  made  their 
policy  of  insurance  in  writing,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  hereto, 
and  made  part  of  this  complaint. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  said 

dwelling-house  and  furniture  were  totally  destroyed  [or  greatly 
damaged,  and  in  part  destroyed]  by  fire. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff^s  loss  thereby  was dollars. 

VI.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he 

furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  his  said  loss  and  interest, 
and  otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said  policy  on 
his  part. 

Vn.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  loss,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

[Annex  a  copy  of  policy.] 
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§  736.  The  same,  where  plaintiif  purchased  the  prop«rtj  after 
inmraiLce. 

Form  No.  17$, 

[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  incorporation  as  in  last  form.] 

II.  That  [name  of  original  insured]  was  the  owner  of^  or  had 
an  interest  in,  etc.,  etc. 

III.  [The  same  as  in  last  form,  substituting  the  names  of  the 
original  insured,  instead  of  the  words  "  the  plaintiff."] 

IV.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

, ,  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  in  writing, 

on  said  policy,  by  their  said  agents,  the  said  [original  insured] 
sold^  assigned,  and  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  his  interest  in 
the  said  [property]  and  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance.  [Con- 
tinue as  in  last  form.]^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  787.  The  same  —  another  form. 

Form  No,  176, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  was  the  owner  of  a  [match  factory,  and  the  ma- 
chinery therein],  in   the  town   of ,  county  of 

,  at  the  time  of  its  insurance  and  destruction  by 

fire,  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

JI.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of   

dollars  to  them  paid,  the  defendants  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  the  said  property,  a  copy  of  which  is 
hereto  annexed  [marked  "Exhibit  A^'],  and  made  part  of 
this  complaint. 

TIT.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

wiid  property  was  totally  destroyed  by  fire. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff's  loss  thereby  amounted  to  more  upon 
each  part  of  the  property  separately  insured,  than  the  amount 
of  such  separate  insurance. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  he 

furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  his  said  loss  and  interest, 
and  otherwise  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  said 
policy  on  his  part. 

1  As  to  the  form  of  averment  of  an  aRsI^ee's  Interest  in  the 
sabject  Insured,  see  Gran^rer  v.  Hosvard  Ins.  Oo..  5  Wend.  200. 
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YI.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  loss^  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  "Exhibit  A."] 

%  788.  The  same  — loss  payable  to  mortgagee.  l 

'    Form  No.  177, 

[Title.] 
[Allege  as  in  form  No.  174,  substituting  the  original  insured's 
name  for  the  word  "plaintiff"  down  to  V.] 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  said 

insured  made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  his  mortgage 

on  said  premises,  to  secure  the  sum  of  dollars, 

and  assigned  said  policy  to  plaintiff,  as  further  security,  and 
thereupon  defendant-  at  the  request  of  plaintiff  and  of  the  in- 
sured, indorsed  on  said  policy,  *'  loss,  if  any,  payable  to  [plain- 
tiff]." 

VI.  That  said  mortgage  and  the  debt  secured  thereby  is 
wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied. 

[Continue  as  in  preceding  form.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

\  789.  Insurable  interest  —  averment  of.  A  legal  or  equitable 
title  is  not  necessary  to  give  an  insurable  interest  in  property. 
If  one  has  a  right  which  may  be  forced  against  the  property, 
and  which  is  so  connected  with  it  that  injury  thereto  will  neces- 
sarily result  in  loss  to  him,  he  has  an  insurable  interest.^  The 
interest  of  the  insured  is  one  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause 
of  action,  and  must  be  alleged.'  Alleging  that  the  defendants, 
in  consideration,  etc.,  insured  him  against  loss,  etc.,  on  his 
three-story  and  attic  stone  building,  and  a  frame  one-story 
building  attached,  occupied  by  the  said  insured,  is  a  sufficient 
averment  of  interest,  at  least  on  demurrer.  If  the  averment  is 
too  general,  the  defendant's  remedy  is  by  motion.*  Such  in- 
terest must  be  alleged  not  only  as  to  the  time  the  policy  was 
taken  out,  but  also  as  to  the  time  of  loss.*  An  allegation,  how- 
ever, that  at  the  time  of  insurance,  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  a 

2Rohrbach  v.  Germanla  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  ^2  N.  Y.  47;  20  Am.  Rep. 
451;  see,  also.  Cal.  Cdvll  Code,  §§  2546,  2568. 

3  2  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  §§  376,  378-381;  Freeman  v.  Insurance  06.» 
38  Barb.  247. 

4  Fowler  v.  N.  Y.  Indemnity  Ins.  Co..  23  Barb.  143. 
«Onarrler  v.  Peabody  Ins.  Q<*..  10  W.  Va.  507:  Aetna  Ins.  Oo.  ▼. 

Kittles,  81  Ind.  96:  St.  Paul,  etc..  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  43  Kan.  741; 
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chattel  mortgage  on  the  property^  has  been  held  Bufficient^  as 
the  interest  will  be  presumed  to  continue.®  An  allegation,  also,, 
that  the  insurance  was  effected  by  plaintiff  on  '^  his "  building 
is  sufficient  without  setting  out  his  title.^  And  so  of  an  alle- 
gation that  the  defendant  '^ insured  plaintiff''  on  a  certain 
amount  of  grain.® 

I  740.  Other  MMntiAl  aTwmenti  —  loss  —  i>olicy  —  action  hy 
mortgagor.  In  an  action  to  recover  on  an  insurance  policy,  it 
is  essential  to  aver  the  loss^  and  to  show  that  it  occurred  by 
reason  of  a  peril  insured  against.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
that  the  loss  did  not  occur  through  a  peril  excepted  from  the 
policy.  Thus  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  loss  was  not 
caused  by  invasion,  riot,  lightning,  etc.  That  is  a  matter  of 
defense  which  need  not  be  anticipated.**  A  partial  loss  is  re- 
coverable under  an  allegation  of  total  loss.*^  An  insurance 
policy  being  a  contract  of  the  insurer's  dictation,  must  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  them.**  Policies  of  insurance  are 
written  contracts,  to  be  interpreted  by  the  same  rules  which  ap- 
ply to  other  contracts,  and  to  be  enforced  according  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  and  are  to  be  construed  liberally  in  favor 
of  the  assured.*^  In  pleading  the  policy,  formerly  it  was  cus- 
tomary to  set  out  the  policy  and  conditions  annexed  at  length. 
The  more  convenient  way  is  to  annex  a  copy  to  the  complaint, 
and  refer  to  it."    The  payment  of  the  premium  is  a  condition 

Hard  wick  v.  State  Ins.  Co.,  20  Oreg.  547;  Bammoor  v.  Gal.  Ins. 
Co..  40  Fed.  Rep.  847;  Dickerman  v.  Vt.  Mat  Ins.  G6.,  67  Vt.  90. 
eRouBsel  v.  St  Nicholas  Ins.  Go..  41  N.  T.  Sup.  Ct  270. 

7  Fowler  v.  N.  Y.  Ind.  Ins.  Co.,  23  Barb.  148;  and  see  People's 
Ins.  Go.  V.  Heart,  24  Ohio  St  381. 

8  Rising  Sun  Ins.  Co.  v.  Slaughter,  20  Ind.  520. 
OLounsbury  y.  Pro.  Ins.  Gbu,  8  C6nn.  466;  Rucker  v.  GreeD,  15 

East,  200;  Hunt  v.  Hudson  Riv.  Ins.  Gb.,  2  Duer,  487;  Gatlin  v. 
Springfield  Fire  Ins.  Go.,  1  Sumn.  430;  Ferrer  v.  Home  Ins.  Oo., 
47  Gal.  416;  Forbes  v.  Am.,  etc.,  Ins.  Go.,  15  Gray,  240;  Blanln- 
game  v.  Home  Ins.  Go.,  75  Gal.  688.  It  ia  held  otherwise  in  Texas. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Go.  v.  Boren,  83  Tex.  97. 
10  Peoria  Mar.  &  F.  Ins.  Gb.  v.  WhitehiU,  25  111.  466. 

II  Bryan  v.  Peabody  Ina.  Co.,  8  W.  Va.  605. 

12  Wells,  Fargo  &  Gb.  v.  Pacific  Ids.  Go.,  44  Gal.  897;  Foot  ▼. 
Aetna  Life  Ins.  Go..  61  N.  T.  571. 

18  Fairbanks  t.  Bloomfleld,  2  Dner.  349.  In  Wyoming.  If  tho 
declaration  fails  to  describe  the  property  insured,  auch  defect  is 
not  cured  by  the  presence  of  a  description  in  the  copy  of  the  policy 
which  ffl  annexed  to  the  declaration  aa  an  exhlMt  Johnaoo  t. 
Home  Ina.  Ga,  8  Wy.  140. 
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precedent  to  the  right  to  recover  for  the  loss,  and  must  be  al- 
leged.** The  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  the  premium  in 
the  policy  may  be  contradicted.**^  In  an  action  by  the  mort- 
gagor on  a  policy  issued  to  him,  but  on  terms  payable  to  the 
mortgagee,  the  complaint  must  aver  ''that  the  mortgage  ha& 
been  paid,"  or  must  join  the  mortgagee  as  a  party. *•  Where 
a  policy  contained  a  provision  that  "  if  the  property  "  insured 
•'  shall  be  sold,"  a  delivery  of  the  said  property  to  a  mortgagee, 
with  the  assent  of  the  insurers,  does  not  avoid  the  policy.  *'' 

§  740a.  The  same  —  contiiLued.  It  is  only  tiecessaiy,  primarily, 
in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy^  to  allege  the  contract 
of  insurance,  the  happening  of  the  contingency  rendering  the 
insurer  liable  under  the  contract,  and  the  amount  of  indemnity 
to  which  the  insured  is  entitled.  Anything  impeaching  the 
validity  of  the  contract  should  be  alleged  by  way  of  defense.** 
A  complaint  in  an  action  against  an  insurance  company  alleging 
that  the  defendant  insured  certain  property  of  the  plaintiff; 
the  total  destruction  of  the  property  by  fire;  the  loss  incurred; 
that  proof  of  loss  was  received  by  the  company  without  objec- 
tion; that  the  fire  did  not  happen  from  any  cause  mentioned 
in  the  policy  as  relieving  the  company  from  liability,  and  that 
it  occurred  without  fault  of  the  insured,  is  not  open  to.  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  of  a  failure  to  allege  performance  of  the 
conditions  of  the  policy  by  the  insured.**     The  plaintiff  need 

i^Bergson  v.  Builders'  Ins.  Ck>.,  38  Gal.  541;  and  see  Carpenter 
y.  Halcomb,  106  Mass.  280. 

IS  Id.;  per  contra,  see  Teutonla  Life  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Anderson,  77  III. 
384;  Same  v.  Mueller,  id.  22. 

i6Enni8  V.  Harmony  Fire  Ins.  Oo.,  3  Boew.  516.  A  fire  policy, 
by  the  terms  of  which  the  Iobb,  if  any,  is  made  payable  to  a  mort- 
gagee as  his  interest  may  appear,  is  a  contract  for  the  benefit 
of  such  mortgagee,  and  he,  or  a  pcfrson  to  whom  he  has  assigned 
the  claim  after  a  cause  of  action  has  accrued,  is  entitled  to  recover 
in  his  own  name  the  full  amount  of  the  insurance,  not  exceeding 
the  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage.  Maxcy  y.  New  Hampshire 
Fire  Ins.  Co..  M  Minn.  272;  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  325;  Meriden  S!av. 
Bank  v.  Insurance  Co.,  50  Conn.  396;  Hastings  v.  Insurance  Co.,  78 
N.  Y.  141;  TiUey  y.  Insurance  Co.,  86  Va.  811;  Hammel  v.  Queen 
Ins.  Co..  50  Wis.  240. 

IT  Washington  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Hayee,  17  Ohio  St.  432;  ^3  Am.  Dec. 
628.    When  a  policy  is  avoided  as  to  removed  goods,  see  Id. 

IS  standard,  etc..  Ins.  Oo.  y.  Friedenthal,  1  Col.  App.  5. 

10  Tabor  v.  Goss.  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  11  Col.  419.  Under  the  forms 
of  pleading  prescribed  by  the  Alabama  Code  ($  2979,  Form  No.  16)» 
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uot  allege  in  his  complaint  the  terms  of  the  application  for  in- 
burance,  when  the  application  was  verbal,  and  was  not  required 
uy  the  provisions  ot  the  policy  to  be  in  wTiting.^  An  allega- 
tion '*  that  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the 
said  contract  of  insurance  on  his  part/'  is  a  suilicient  allegation 
of  a  notice  to  the  company  of  the  fire  and  loss,  as  required  by 
the  policy.^'  The  plaintiff  must  aver  and  prove  the  amount 
of  the  loss.^  And  where  preliminary  proof  of  loss  is  required 
by  the  policy,  the  assured  must  allege  and  prove  that  the  proof 
has  been  made,  or  that  the  requirement  has  been  waived.^  So 
where  a  fire  policy  provides  for  payment  within  a  specified  num- 
ber of  days  after  proof  and  ascertainment  of  loss,  it  is  essential 
to  show  in  the  complaint  that  such  time  had  expired  before 
suit.  And  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had  duly  performed 
oil  conditions  on  his  part  will  not  aid  the  complaint,  as  respects 
iho  lapse  of  the  requisite  period.^*  A  complaint  alleging  that 
the  insured  was  the  owner  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
insurance,  and  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  its  value  at  those  timos, 
and  also  that  it  was  totally  destroyed  by  fire,  sufficiently  shows 
the  damage  sustained  by  the  insured  by  reason  of  the  fire.^ 
Where  the  policy  provides  for  submission  to  arbitration  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  insured  to  recover  for 
a  lopp,  the  complaint  in  an  action  on  the  policy  must  specifically 
allege  the  award,  or  show  that  it  was  prevented  by  the  fraudu- 
lent conduct  of  the  insurer.  And  an  allegation  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  duly  performed  and  kept  all  the  conditions  of  the  policy 

it  is  not  necessary  to  alle^re  an  insurable  interest,  or  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  assert  such  interest.    Com.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Capital 
City  Ins.  Co.,  81  Ala.  320. 
20Tlschler  v.  CaJ.,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  66  Gal.  178. 

21  Emery  v.  Svea  Fire  Ins.  Co..  88  Cal.  300;  Richards  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.,  89  id.  170. 

22  Michael  v.  Ins.  Co.,  17  Mo.  App.  23;  Summers  v.  Home  Ins.  Co., 
53  id.  521. 

23McCormack  v.  N.  British  Ins.  Co.,  78  Cal.  468.  In  an  action 
on  a  fire  policy  the  plaintiff  can  not  plead  that  he  furnished  the 
required  proofs  of  loss,  and  recover  on  evidence  that  such  require- 
ment had  been  waived.  Building  A8S*n  v.  Insurance  Co.,  29  Oreg. 
569:  and  see  Insurance  Co.  v.  Thorp.  48  Kan.  230:  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Capehart,  108  Ind.  270;  but  see  McOullough'  v.  Insurance  Co., 
113  Mo.  606;  McOnire  v.  Insurance  Co.,  40  N.  Y.  300,  308. 

24  Cowan  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  78  Cal.  181;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Insurance  Co..  d  S.  Dak.  424. 

2BBlasingame  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  75  Cal.  633. 
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is  not  sufficient.^  Where  tlie  policy  provides  that  the  amount 
to  be  paid  thereunder  should  not  exceed  the  proportion  which 
the  amount  insured  under  the  policy  bears  to  all  the  insurance 
upon  the  property,  the  complaint  should  show  that  there  is  no 
other  insurance  upon  the  property,  or  in  case  there  is  other  in- 
surance, should  give  the  amount  thereof.^  In  an  action  upon 
a  policy  containing  a  clause  making  the  insurer  liable  for  losses 
"  for  which  insurers  are  liable  by  the  rules  and  customs  of  in- 
surance*' in  a  particular  place,  the  complaint  must  allege  the 
local  custom  by  which  it  is  sought  to  hold  the  insurer  liable.^ 
Nonpayment  must  be  alleged.^  And  a  complaint  in  an  action 
on  an  insurance  policy,  which  does  not  allege  that  there  was  any 
default  in  payment  by  the  defendant  of  any  sum  due  on  the 
policy,  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.^ 

§  741.  Ag^nt.  An  agent,  to  effect  an  insurance,  who  retains 
the  policy,  has  the  authority  to  collect  it  in  case  of  loss,  and  the 
presumption  is  that  he  did  retain  it,  especially  as  he  proceeded 
to  collect  the  money .'^ 

§  742.  Double  inBurance.  A  policy  forfeitable  if  the  assured 
shall  make  any  other  insurance  upon  the  property,  is  not  for- 
feited by  his  taking  a  second  but  invalid  policy  thereon.'*^ 

§  743.  Exceptions  in  i>olicy.  A  provision  in  a  policy  of  fire 
insurance  exonerating  the  company  from  loss  by  fire  which 
should  happen  by  explosion,  must  be  taken  to  include  an  ex- 
plosion of  a  steam-engine,  insured  by  the  policy,  as  well  as  any 
external  explosion.^ 

§  744.  Parol  policy.  In  the  absence  of  a  statutory  prohibi- 
tion, a  policy  of  insurance  may  be  made  or  changed  by  parol, 

« Carroll  v.  Girard  Fire  Ins.  Oo.,  72  Cal.  297;  Mosness  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.,  50  Minn.  341;  but  see  Tilly  v.  Oonn.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  86  Va. 
811. 

27  OoatB  V.  West  Coast,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  4  Wash.  St.  375. 

28  Miller  V.  Cal.  Ins.  Co.,  76  Cal.  145;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  184. 
»  Richards  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  80  Cal.  505. 

80  Gill  V.  Aetna,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  485;  but  compare 
Hanover  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schellak.  35  Neb.  701. 

»i  Do  Ro  V.  Cordes,  4  Cal.  117. 

82  Thomas  y.  Builders'  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  119  Mass.  121;  30 
Am.  Rep.  317;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §«  2W1,  2^42. 

MHayvrard  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  Fire  &  Life  Ins.  Co.,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  142;  Brenner  v.  Insurance  Co.,  51  Cal.  101;  21  Am.  Rep.  703. 
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and  the  fact  that  a  policy  is  written  does  not  prevent  its  change 
or  enlargement  or  continuance  by  subsequent  parol  agreement.** 

I  746.  BepresentatlonB.  A  representation  is  a  statement  in 
regard  to  a  material  fact  made  by  the  applicant  for  insurance 
to  the  insurer,  with  reference  to  a  proposed  contract  of  insur- 
ance. They  are  not  part  of  the  contract,  but  merely  collateral 
to  it.  It  is  sufficient  if  representations  are  substantially  true, 
while  warranties  must  be  strictly  complied  with.** 

S  740.  BeinBiirance.  There  is  no  privity  between  the  one 
originally  insured  and  the  reinsurer,  and  the  liability  over  of 
the  reinsurer  is  solely  to  the  reinsured.*^  But  where  judgment 
is  rendered  against  the  original  insurer,  and  he  has  contested 
the  suit  with  the  advice  or  acquiescence  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  reinsured,  the  latter  will  be  bound  by  the  judgment,  and 
for  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  the  defense.^^ 

I  747.  WarrantieB,  misrepresentation,  concealment,  etc.  Un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  Georgia  Code,  application  for  insur- 
ance must  not  only  be  made  in  the  utmost  good  faith,  but  the 
representations  contained  therein  are  covenanted  to  be  true. 
Not  that  they  are  warranties  so  as  to  vacate  the  policy,  if  any 
of  them,  whether  material  or  not,  are  not  true;  but  any  variation 
in  them  from  what  is  true,  whereby  the  nature  or  extent  .or 
character  of  the  risk  is  changed,  will,  if  the  policy  makes  them 
the  basis  of  the  contract  of  assurance,  avoid  the  policy,  whether 
they  are  or  are  not  willfully  and  fraudulently  made.^  But  a 
provision  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  that  the  application  for  in- 
surance shall  be  considered  as  a  warranty,  and  that  if  the 
property  insured  is  overvalued  in  it,  the  policy  shall  be  void, 

M  Westchester  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Earle.  33  Mich.  143.  A  parol 
contract  made  by  an  insurance  c5inpany  to  Issue  a  fire  policy  Is 
valid,  and  may  be  enforced  by  compelling  a  specific  performance 
by  the  company,  or  by  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  ainreement. 
Gold  V.  Sun  Ins.  Co.,  73  Cal.  216. 

85  Buford  V.  N.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  5  Oreg.  334;  Hlgbee  v.  Guardian, 
etc.,  Ins.  C6.,  66  Barb.  462. 

M  Strong  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Cow,  62  Mo.  289;  21  Am.  Rep.  417. 

87  Strong  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  62  Mo.  289;  21  Am.  Rep.  417;  se« 
Cal.  Civil  Code.  |§  2646-2649. 

88  Southern  L4fe  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  53  Ga.  535;  see,  also, 
Cal.  Civil  Code,  8  2,561  et  seq;  also  |  2603  et  seq;  Higbee  v.  Guar- 
dian, etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  66  Barb.  462. 
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applies  only  where  the  statement  as  to  value  is  intentionally 
luise.  So  also  where  the  policy  provides  that  all  frauds  or  at- 
tempt at  fraud,  by  false  swearing  as  to  loss,  shall  cause  a  for- 
feiture of  all  claim  imder  the  policy,  a  wrongful  or  intentional 
false  swearing  is  intended,  and  not  a  mere  discrepancy  or  inno- 
cent error.  And  whether  fraud  is  to  be  inferred  from  an  ex- 
cessive statement  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  the  original 
application,  or  of  the  loss  in  the  preliminary  proofs,  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact;  and  in  neither  case  does  a  legal  presumption  of 
fraud  arise,  nor  is  the  burden  cast  upon  the  assured  to  establish 
that  his  statement  was  not  intentionally  false.^ 

§  748.  Wagering  policiea.  Policies  executed  by  way  of  gam- 
ing or  wagering,  or  where  the  policy  stipulates  for  the  payment 
of  the  loss  whether  the  insured  has  any  interest  or  not,  or  that 
the  policy  shall  be  received  as  proof  of  such  interest,  are  void.*^ 
Insurance  of  lottery,  or  lottery  prize,  is  unauthorized.*^ 

§  749.  Allegation  of  renewal. 

Form  No.  178, 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. . .,  at 

,  the  defendants,  by  their  agents  duly  authorized 

thereto,  in  consideration  of dollars  to  them  paid 

by  the  plaintiff,  executed  and  delivered  to  this  plaintiff  their 
certificate  of  renewal  of  said  policy,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy,  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint. 

S  750.  By  ineuredy  on  agreement  to  insure,  i>olic7  not  de- 
livered. 

Form  No.  179, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
T.  flncorporation  of  defendants,  as  in  form  ITo.  174.] 

TT.  That  on  and  before  the day  of .,  18. ., 

the  plaintiff  applied  to  A.  B.,  who  was  then  and  there  the  duly 

sdHelblng  v.  Svea  Ins.  Ca,  64  Cal.  156;  35  Am.  Rep.  72.  In 
connting  on  an  insurance  policy  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  per- 
fonnance,  nor  the  truth  of  any  affirmative  warranty  in  praesenti 
contained  in  the  application,  nor  to  set  forth  such  warranties. 
Cowan  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  78  Oal.  181. 

^  Cal.  Civil  Code,  $  2558.  An  allegation  by  the  plaintiff  that  the 
policy  in  suft  was  not  speculative,  without  affirmatively  setting  out 
an  insurable  interest  was  held  sufficient  after  verdict.  Kentucky, 
etc.,*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton.  63  Fed.  Rep.  93. 

«  Cal.  Civil  Code,  f  2532. 
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authorized  agent  for  the  defendants^  for  insurance  against  loss 
or  damage  by  fire  upon  a  certain  stock  of  merchandise,  the 
property  of  said  plaintiff,  consisting  of  [describe  it],  contained 
in  a  building  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  for  [state  what],  in  said 

town  of And  the  defendants,  by  their  said  agent, 

then  and  there  agreed  to  become  Bn  insurer  to  the  plaintilf  on 

the  said  stock  for  three  months  from  that  day,  for 

dollars,  at  a  premium  of ,  and  that  the  said  de- 
fendants would  execute  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  a  policy  of 
insurance  in  the  usual  form  of  policies  issued  by  them,  for  the 

sum  of  dollars,  for  the  term  of  three  months^ 

from  the  said  day. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  paid  to  the  defendant 
said  premium,  to- wit, dollars. 

IV.  That  it  was  then  and  there  agreed  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  that  the  said  insurance  should  be  binding 
on  them  for  the  term  of  three  months  from  the  time  of  the 
receipt  of  the  said  premium,  for  the  sum  of dol- 
lars; and  the  said  defendants  then  and  there,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  to  execute  and  de- 
liver to  him,  in  a  reasonable  and  convenient  time,  a  policy,  in 
the  usual  form  of  policies  issued  by  said  company,  insuring  the 

said  stock  of  goods  in  the  sum  of dollars  against 

loPs  and  damage  by  fire,  the  insurance  to  commence  at  the  time 
of  the  receipt  of  the  said  premium,  and  to  continue  for  the 
said  term  of  three  months. 

V.  That  the  defendants,  by  a  policy  of  insurance  issued  in 
their  usual  form,  among  other  things  did  promise  and  agree 
[here  set  out  the  legal  effect  of  the  contemplated  policy.] 

VI.  That  after  the  insurance  so  made,  and  after  the  said 
promise  to  execute  and  deliver  a  policy  in  conformity  thereto, 
and  within  the  said  term  of  three  months,  for  which  the  said 

plaintiff  was  so  insured,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  the  said  stock  of  merchandise  in  the  said  building  men- 
tioned and  intended  to  be  so  insured,  was  totally  destroyed  by 
fire. 

VII.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  of  said 

agreement  and  insurance  on  his  part,  and  that  more  than 

days  [or  otherwise,  as  required  by  the  policy]  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  to-wit,  on  the    dnv   of 

,  18.  .,at he  gave  to  the  defendants 


4a9  IKSURANCE.  §  751 

due  notice  and  proof  of  the  loss  as  aforesaid^  and  demanded 

payment  of  the  said  sum  of dollars. 

VIII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ^ 

I  751.  Action  by  assignee.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  fire 
insurance^  the  interest  of  the  assignee  must  be  stated  in  the 
complaint^  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action.**  Where  a  com- 
plaint by  the  assignee  of  a  fire  policy  averred  an  insurance  of 
assignor  on  his  building,  that  the  policy  was  duly  assigned  with 

the  consent  of  the  insurers,  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  was  the  lawful  owner  of  the  policy  and  of  the  claim  against 
the  insurers  by  reason  of  the  policy  and  loss,  and  he  made  a 
demand  of  payment  accompanied  with  the  written  assent  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  original  assured  had,  after  the  loss,  assigned 
all  his  property,  it  was  held  bad  on  general  demurrer,  as  not 
showing  any  interest  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  assignor  in  the  sub- 
ject insured.**  The  assignee  of  a  policy  of  insurance  takes  it 
subject  to  all  eqidtiea.*^  An  assignment  of  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance upon  a  stock  of  goods,  effected  in  the  name  of  the  assignor, 
made  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt,  with  an  agreement  that 
in  case  of  loss  by  fire,  the  assignee  shall  collect  the  money  and 
pay  the  debt,  attaches  in  equity  as  a  lien  upon  the  amount  due 
on  the  policy  to  the  extent  of  the  debt,  as  soon  as  the  loss 
occurs.*^ 

42  Of  the  proper  form  of  action  to  recover  on  an  executory  agree- 
meDt  to  Issue  an  Insurance  policy,  see  Post  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  43 
Barb.  351.  For  a  form  of  complaint,  see  Rockwell  v.  Hartford 
Fire  Ins.  Oo.,  4  Abb.  Pr.  179.  A  complaint  In  an  action  for  the 
breach  of  an  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  renew  a  policy  of 
fire  insurance,  setting  forth  the  date  and  amount  of  the  original 
policy,  and  the  property  insured  and  its  value,  and  alleging  that 
the  contract  was  for  a  renewal  of  that  policy  upon  the  same  prop- 
erty, and  for  a  like  amount,  and  was  founded  upon  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  further  alleging  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  th«> 
defendant,  and  the  consequent  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  was  held 
sufficient.  Gold  v.  Sun  Insurance  Co.,  73  Cal.  216;  and  see  Schwahn 
V.  Michigan,  etc..  Ins.  Co..  89  Wis.  84. 

48  Granger  v.  Howard  Fire  Ins.  Co..  5  Wend.  202. 

44  Fowler  v.  N.  Y.  Indem.  Ins.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  422. 

4fiWinslow  V.  NasoT>.  113  Mass.  414. 

4«  Bibend  v.  L.  F.  &  L.  Ins.  Co.,  30  Cal.  78. 

63 
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f  76S.  Notice  of  loss.  If  the  notice  alleged  states  the 
twenty-fourth  of  May,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  precluded  from 
showing  on  the  trial  that  the  proper  notice  was  given  on  the 
morning  of  the  twenty-first.*^ 

S  758.  By  executor  on  life  i>olicy. 

Form  No,  i8o, 

[TiTLB.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  incorporation  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  [annual, 

semi-annual,  or  otherwise]   payment  by  one  A.  B.  to  it,  of 

dollars,  made  their  policy  of  insurance  in  writing, 

of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  "Exhibit  A,**  and 
made  part  of  this  complaint,  and  thereby  insured  the  life  of 
said  A.  B.  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  died. 

IV.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  said  A.  B.  left  a  will,  by  which  the  plaintiff  was 

appointed  the  sole  executor  thereof  [or  this  plaintiff  and  C.  D. 
wore  appointed  executors  thereof]. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  said 

will  was  duly  proved  and  admitted  to  probate  in  the  Probate 

Court  of  the  county  of ,  and  letters  testamentary 

thereupon  were  thereafter  issued  and  granted  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  sole  executor  [or  otherwise],  by  the  Probate  Court  of  said 
county:  and  this  plaintiff  thereupon  duly  qualified  as  such  execu- 
tor, and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  said 
office. 

VI.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  the  death  of  the 
snid  A.  B.,  and  the  said  A.  B.  and  the  plaintiff  each  duly  per- 
formed all  the  conditions  of  said  insurance  on  their  part. 

VII.  That  the  defendar.^  has  not  paid  the  same,  and  the  said 
sum  is  now  due  thereon  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  executor. 

[Demand  of  JmoMEXT.] 

%  ^fHavey  V.  American  Mutual  Trh.  Co,,  2  Dtier,  554.  As  to  when 
the  Insurer  1b  exonerated  by  failure  to  jrlve  notice  of  loss,  prelimi- 
nary proofs,  etc.,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code.  §§  2633-2637. 
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S  764.  Application.  A  paper  attached  to  the  application,  with 
the  heading  "  Questions  to  be  answered  by  the  medical  examiner 
for  the  company/'  is  not  to  be  deemed  the  application  or  a 
part  of  the  application;  and  that  statements  made  by  the  appli- 
<^nt  to  the  medical  examiner^  in  answer  to  the  questions  in  that 
paper,  were  not  warranties  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.*** 
Incorrect  statements  by  the  applicant  for  a  policy  of  life  in- 
isurance,  in  answer  to  a  question  by  the  examining  physician, 
will  not  be  deemed  such  a  misrepresentation  as  to  avoid  the 
policy  when  it  appears  that  the  physician's  report  as  to  the 
applicant's  condition,  and  not  the  statements  of  the  applicant 
himself,  was  relied  upon  by  the  company.^ 

S  764a.  Averments.  A  complaint  on  a  life  policy,  which  con- 
tains no  allegation  that  the  policy  is  unpaid,  is  fatally  defective, 
and  is  not  cured  by  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.**^  The 
complaint  must  aver  the  loss,  and  that  it  occurred  by  reason 
of  a  peril  insured  against,  but  need  not  contain  allegations  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  or  cutting  off  a  defense,  nor  aver  the 
performance  of  conditions  subsequent,  nor  negative  prohibited 
acts,  nor  deny  that  the  loss  occurred  from  excepted  risks."  An 
allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  deceased  "complie<l  with 
the  terms  of  said  agreement  so  far  as  the  same  were  to  be  com- 
plied with  by  him,"  is  not  equivalent  to  alleging  that  the  de- 
ceased ''duly  performed  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
policy,"  so  as  to  render  inadmissible  under  the  complaint  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  waived  the  condition  in  the  policy 
that  it  should  become  forfeited  if  the  deceased  should  fail  to 
pay  any  installment  of  the  premium  the  day  when  payable.*^^ 
The  general  rules  of  pleading  apply  in  an  action  upon  a  life 
policy  issued  by  an  association  doing  business  under  the  mutual 
assessment  plan,  and  the  plaintiff  in  such  action,  as  in  other 

48Higbee  v.  OnardiaD,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  66  Barb.  462. 
48  Id.    As  to  w^en  the  application  will  be  held  to  be  a  part  of 
the  policy,  and  what  constitutes  a  warranty,  see  same  case. 
M  Richards  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.,  80  Cal.  505. 

51  Dennis  v.  Union  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co..  84  Cal.  570;  and  see 
London,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Crunk,  91  Tenn.  376.  Nor  need  the  applica- 
tion for  Insurance  be  set  out  in  the  complaint.  Brltt  v.  Life  Ins. 
Co..  106  N.  C.  175:  Knights  of  Honor  v.  Wollschlager,  22  Col.  213; 
Life  Ina.  Co.  v.  Wiler.  100  Ind.  92;  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  119  111. 
474. 

52  De  Frece  v.  National  Life  Ins.  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  8. 
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cases,  must  show  by  proper  averment  liis  true  cause  of  action, 
and  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled.  The  complaint  must 
allege  that  an  assessment  was  made  and  collected,  and  what  was 
the  amount  thereof,  or  that  it  was  demanded  and  refused.***  But 
it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  complaint  the  number  of  the 
members  of  the  association  against  whom  assessments  might  be 
made."  And  where  the  contract  stipulates  that  proofs  of 
death  shall  be  furnished  to  the  secretary  of  the  association,  the 
complaint  is  suflBcient  if  it  shows  that  such  proofs  were  fur^ 
nished  to  the  association,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  therein 
a  demand  before  suit  brought." 

§  755.  Conflict  of  laws.  Where  a  policy  of  life  insurance  was 
made  by  a  New  York  company,  with  a  condition  that  it  should 
not  become  valid  until  countersigned  by  their  agent  at  Chicago, 
and  the  premium  paid,  and  the  condition  complied  with  in 
Chicago,  it  was  held  that  the  law  of  Illinois  as  to  assignment 
of  the  policy  prevailed,  and  that  such  an  assignment  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  by  way  of  pledge  was  good  in  equity.** 

§  756.  Construction  of  instruments  and  statutes.  A  policy  of 
insurance  on  the  life  of  a  husband  was  made  payable  to  the  wife, 
her  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  for  her  sole  use,  and 
in  case  of  her  death  before  his,  to  be  paid  to  her  children.  A 
statute  authorized  a  husband  to  effect  such  an  insurance,  and 
protected  it  from  his  creditors.  The  wife  assigned  the  policy 
for  value,  and  died  before  her  husband.  In  an  action  thereon, 
it  was  held  that  the  policy  was  payable  to  the  children,  not  to 
the  assignee,  in  the  event  which  had  happened.'^ 

MDeardorf  v.  Guaranty,  etc.,  Assoc.  89  Cal.  r>00;  and  to  same 
effect,  see  Martin  v.  Association,  4fl  Hun.  420;  Meyors  v.  Fnlted 
Life,  etc.,  Assoc,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  727. 

M  Elkhart  Mutual  Aid,  etc.,  Assoc  v.  Houphton.  laT  Ind.  2S6: 
r>3  Am.  Rep.  514;  but  see  Mutual  Accident  Ab8o<».  v.  Tupcrle.  138 
111.  428.* 

55  Excelsior,  etc,  Assoc  v.  Riddle.  01  Ind.  84.  See  further  as 
to  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  in  such  action.  Rebut  v.  Leeion  of 
the  West.  9«  Cal.  661;  Curtis  v.  Mutual  Benefit  I..  Co..  48  Conn.  98: 
O'Brien  v.  Home  Benefit  Soc.  46  Hun,  426:  Suppigrer  v.  Mutual 
Benefit  Assoc,  20  111.  App.  595. 

MPomeroy  v.  Manhattan  Life  Ins.  Co..  40  111.  398. 

B7  Connecticut  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs.  34  Conn.  805; 
91  Am.  Dec.  726. 
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§  757.  Suicide.  Life  insurance  policies  of  the  present  day 
generally  contain  a  provision,  that  in  case  the  insured  should 
"  die  by  his  own  hand  or  act,  the  policy  shall  be  void."  If 
death  occurs  in  such  a  manner,  it  is  held  that  this  proviso  would 
not  prevent  a  recovery  if  the  insured  killed  himself  in  a  fit  of 
insanity,  which  overpowered  his  consciousness,  reason,  and  will; 
that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  insured 
was  insane  when  the  act  of  self-destruction  was  committed; 
proof  merely  that  he  was  insane  at  times  would  not  be  sufficient; 
that  insanity  could  not  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  the  insured 
destroyed  his  own  life.*^  In  an  action  on  a  policy  containing 
such  a  provision,  papers  offered  for  the  purpose  of  siiowing  coui- 
pliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  policy  as  to  preliminary 
proof  of  death  are  prima  facie  evidence  against  the  insured  of 
the  facts  recited  therein,  including  the  manner  of  the  insured's 
death,  even  though  such  recital  show  a  death  by  suicide.^® 
When  a  policy  of  life  insurance  contains  a  provision  that  the 
company  does  not  assume  the  risk  of  self-destruction  of  the 
insured  person,  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  plead 
or  prove  that  the  insured  person  had  not  committed  self-destruc- 
tion, but  the  burden  rests  upon  the  insurance  company  to 
plead  and  prove  such  self-destruction  as  matter  of  defense.** 

§  758.  By  a  wife,  partner,  or  creditor  of  the  insured. 

Form  No.  j8i, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of    ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  [annual, 

or  otherwise]  payment  to  it  of dollars,  executed 

to  the  plaintiff  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  [her  husband] 
A.  B.,  of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed,  and  made  a  part 
of  this  complaint,  and  marked  "Exhibit  A." 

TT.  That  the  plaintiff  had  a  valuable  interest  in  the  life  of  the 
said  A.  B.  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  at  the  time  of  effecting 
the  said  insurance   fptnto  nature  of  interest]. 

5«  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Peters,  42  Md.  414;  see  Merrltt 
r.  Cotton  States  Life  Ins.  Co..  i>5  Oa.  103;  Hathaway*s  Adm'r  v. 
Nat.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  48  Vt.  335. 

w  Walther  v.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  65  Cal.  417. 

«or>enn!s  v.  Union  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  84  Cal.  570;  Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Lenbrle,  71  Fed.  Hep.  843;  18  C.  C.  App.  382. 
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III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  died. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  the  death  of 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
the  said  policy  on  [her]  part. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  sum^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  a  copy  of  policy,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.**] 

§  750.  By  aasignea  in  tnuit  for  wife  of  izuiured. 

Form  No,  182, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [AUege  incorporation  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

II.  [Same  as  in  form  No.  ISO.] 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  A.  B.  [with  the  written  consent  of  the  defendants,  or 
otherwise,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy],  assigned  said 
policy  of  insurance  to  this  plaintiff,  in  trust  for  E.  B.,  his  wife. 

IV.  That  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  A.  B.,  all  premiums 
accrued  upon  said  policy  were  fully  paid. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  said  A.  B.  died. 

VI.  That  said  A.  B.  and  the  plaintiff  each  performed  all  the 
conditions  of  said  insurance  on  their  part,  and  the  plaintiff, 

more  than   days  before  the  commencement  of  this 

action,  to-wit,  on  the   day  of  ,  18. ., 

at  ,  gave  to  the  defendants  notice  and  proof  of 

the  death  of  said  A.  B.  as  aforesaid,  and  demanded  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of dollars. 

VII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

f  760.  Assi^ed.  That  a  policy  was  duly  assigned  and  trans- 
ferred indicates  that  the  assignment  was  by  a  sealed  instm- 
ment,  and  a  consideration  is  inferred.**  In  California  all 
written  instruments  import  a  consideration.** 

«i  Fowler  7.  N.  T.  Indem.  Ins.  Co.,  28  Barb.  148;  Morange  t. 
Mndm  6  Abb.  Pr.  243, 
«i  OlT^l  Code,  f  1614. 
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I  761.  Accidental  InBurance  —  insured  against  insurer. 

Form  No.  183. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  defendant  is  a  corporation^  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  York. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . .,  at 

the  city  of  San  Francisco,  and  state  of  California,  in  consider- 
ation of  the  payment  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  of  a  premium  of 
dollars  [gold  coin],  defendant  made  and  de- 
livered to  plaintiff  its  policy  of  insurance,  in  writing,  upon  the 

life  of ,  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco, 

and  state  of  California,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  to  this 
complaint  and  marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  is  made  part  thereof; 

and  thereby  insured  the  life  of  said ,  in  the  sum 

of  dollars  [gold  coin],  against  loss  of  life  by 

personal  injury  caused  by  accident,  as  stated  in  said  policy, 

for  the  term  of  [si?]  months  from  and  after  the day 

of ,  18. . 

III.  That  afterwards,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18..,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  defendant  made  and 

delivered  to  plaintiff  its  written  consent  that  said 

might  pursue  the  vocation  of  supercargo  on  a  sailing  vessel 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  with- 
out prejudice  to  said  policy,  a  copy  of  which  consent  is  hereto 
annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  and  marked  **  Exhibit  B." 

IV.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

r^nd  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  as  plaintiff 

is  informed  and  believes  and  avers,  on  or  about 

18. .,  and  while  said  insurance  policy  and  said  written  consent 

were  in  force,  said   received  a  personal  injury 

which  caused  his  death  within  three  months  thereafter,  and 
that  said  injury  was  caused  by  an  accident  within  the  meaning 
of  said  policy  and  insurance,  and  the  conditions  and  agree- 
ments therein  contained,  to-wit,  bv  the  destruction  and  loSvS 

of  a  certain  schooner  called while  said * 

was  on  board  of  her  as  supercargo,  and  not  otherwise,  by  a 
{•torm  at  sea,  or  other  perils  thereof,  while  she  was  on  a  trad- 
ing voyage  from  the  port  of  San  Francisco,  in  said  state,  to 
the  Aleutian  Islands,  in  the  North  Pacific  ocean,  and  back  to 
said  San  Francisco,  within  the  meaning  of  said  policy  and 

written  consent,  and  between  the  said day  of 

and  said day  of 
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V.  That  plaintiff  at  the  times  of  making  and  delivery  of  said 
policy  and  written  consent,  as  aforesaid,  was  the  wile  of  said 

,  and  as  such  had  a  valuable  interest  in  his  life. 

VI.  That  said  and  this  plaintiff  each  fulfilled  all  the  conditions 
and  agreements  of  said  policy  of  insurance  on  their  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  more  than  sixty  days  before  the  commencement  of 

this  action,  to-wit,  on  or  about  the day  of , 

gave  to  the  defendants  due  notice  and  proof  of  the  death  of  said 

,  as  aforesaid,  and  demanded  payment  of  the  sum 

of dollars  [gold  coin],  but  no  part  thereof  has 

been  paid. 

VII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  policy,  marked  "  Exhibit  A."] 

§  761a.  The  same  —  avermeixtB.  A  complaint  in  an  action 
upon  an  accident  insurance  policy,  which  alleges  that  the  de- 
ceased sustained  bodily  injuries  effected  through  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  means,  and  that  the  death  of  the  deceased 
was  occasioned  by  said  injuries  alone,  the  same  state  of  facts 
being  provided  against  by  the  policy,  states  a  cause  of  action.*** 
So  in  an  action  against  a  mutual  benefit  insurance  society,  a 
complaint  which  sets  up  the  contract  of  insurance,  alleges  per- 
formance of  the  conditions  by  the  plaintiff,  avers  that  he  was 
totally  disabled,  and  that  he  has  made  proper  proof  of  his 
disability,  is  sufficient  without  averring  that  the  proof  was 
satisfactory  to  the  corporate  officers.^  Where  an  accident 
policy  is  conditioned  that  it  shall  not  cover  injuries  received 
v/hile  the  insured  is  under  the  influence  of  liquor,  etc.,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  negative  in  the  complaint  or  petition  a  breach 
of  the  conditions,  though  the  policy  provides  that  a  compliance 
with  the  conditions  are  "  conditions  precedent  *'  to  its  en- 
forcement.^ And  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  unnecessarily  nega- 
tives such  conditions  does  not  place  on  him  the  burden  of 
proof  to  sustain  the  allegation,  on  issue  beino:  taken  thereto.'* 

^s  Bicbards  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.,  89  Oal.  170:  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  455. 

«4  Supreme  Council,  etc.  v.  Forslnper,  125  Ind.  52;  21  Am.  St.  Rep. 
19fi. 

OR  Jones  V.  TJ.  S.  Mut.  Ace.  Assoc.  (Iowa>,  01  N.  W.  Rep.  4tS5;  92 
Iowa.  fi52. 

AAId.;  and  see  Newman  v.  Association,  76  Iowa.  64;  Sutherland 
v.  Insurance  Co.,  87  id.  505;  Cobum  v.  Insurance  Co.,  145  Mass. 
226. 
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§  762.  Marine  insurance  —  on  an  open  policy. 

Form  No.  184, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  incorporation  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  [or  had  an  interest  in] 
the  ship  [name  of  ship]^  at  the  time  of  its  insurance  and  loss^ 
as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  IS. .,  at 

y  the  defendant^  in  consideration  of 

.'dollars  to  it  paid  [or  which  the  plaintiff  then  promised  to  pay]^ 

•executed  to  him  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the  said  ship,  a 
copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed  and  made  part  hereof   [or 

whereby  it  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  within 

days  after  proof  of  loss  and  interest^  all  loss  and  damage  ac- 
cruing to  him  by  reason  of  the  destruction  or  injury  of  the  said 

ship,  during  its  next  voyage  from to , 

whether  by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  by  fire,  or  by  other  cause  therein 
mentioned,  not  exceeding dollars]. 

IV.  That  the  said  vessel,  while  proceeding  on  the  voyage  men- 
tioned in  the  said  policy,  was,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  totally  lost  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  [or  otherwise], 

V.  The  plaintiff^s  loss  thereby  was  ■ dollars. 

VI.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  he 

furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  his  loss  and  interest,  and 

otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  said  policy  on  his 
part. 

VII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  loss,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ^ 
[Annex  copy  of  policy.] 

§  763.  Abandonment.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  an  action  of 
covenant  on  a  policy,  that  the  declaration  should  aver  that  the 
plaintiff  had  abandoned  to  the  underwriters.*® 

§  764.  Insurance  by  agent.  Where  the  agent  of  an  insur- 
ance company  was  fully  authorized  to  make  insurance  of  vessels, 

«7  For  a  sufficient  form  of  complaint,  consult  Page  v.  Fry,  2  Bee. 
A-  Pul.  240;  Crawford  v.  Hunter,  8  T.  R.  23. 

<»  Hodgson  V.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  5  Cranch,  100;  and  see  Columbian 
Tns.  Co.  V.  Catlett,  12  Wheat.  383;  Snow  v.  Union  Mut,  etc.,  Ins.  0»., 
119  Mass.  592;  20  Am.  Rep.  349. 
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and  had^  in  fact^  on  a  previous  occasion^  insured  the  same 
vessel  for  the  same  applicant^  and  in  the  instance  under  con- 
sideration actually  delivered  to  him,  on  receipt  of  the  premium 
note,  a  policy  duly  executed  by  the  officers  of  the  company, 
filled  up  and  countersigned  by  himself  under  his  general  author- 
ity, and  having  every  element  of  a  perfect  and  valid  contract,, 
the  fact  that  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  policy 
the  party  insured  signed  a  memorandum  thus:  "The  insurance 
on  this  application  to  take  effect  when  approved  by  E.  P.  D.,. 
general  agent,"  etc.,  does  not  make  the  previous  transaction  a 
nullity  until  approved.**  And  though  the  general  agent  sent 
back  the  application  directing  the  agent  who  delivered  the 
policy  to  return  to  insured  his  premium  note  and  cancel  the 
policy,  the  party  insured  was  held  entitled  to  recover  for  a  loss, 
the  agent  having  neither  returned  the  note  nor  canceled  the 
policy.''® 

I  765.  Interwt  of  ixisured  —  allegation  of.  The  intere&t  of 
the  insured  is  one  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action/^ 
and  the  averment  that  he  gave  the  defendant  due  proof  of 
loss  and  of  interest,  can  not  be  construed  as  an  averment  that 
the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest.''*  It  is  the  safest  practice 
to  aver  the  interest,  when  it  does  not  distinctly  appear  in  the 
policy  as  set  forth  or  annexed.''*  Interest  may  be  more  briefly 
alleged  by  inserting  after  the  description  of  the  object  insured, 
'*  then  and  until  the  loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  property  of 
this  plaintiflF/*  It  need  not  be  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was^ 
interested  at  the  time  of  making  the  policy.  In  marine  insur- 
ance an  interest  at  the  commencement  of  the  risk  is  sufficients^ 
or  that  the  plaintiff  was  interested  in  the  vessel  at  the  time  of 
the  lose,  to  the  extent  of  the  policy.'''  The  nature  or  extent 
of  the  trust  upon  which  the  interest  was  held  need  not  be 
set  forth,  they  being  matters  of  evidence.™    Where  the  prop- 

» Insurance  Co.  v.  Webster,  6  Wall.  (U.  8.)  129. 

TO  Id.;  Amer.  Law  Rejr.,  July,  1868. 

n  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  «§  376,  S78-381. 

72  Williams  V.  Insurance  Oo.  of  North  America,  9  How.  Pr.  86t) 

n  Phil,  on  Ins.  612;  Ellis  on  Fire  Ins.  175. 

74  2  Greenl.  on  Ev.  381;  2  Phil,  on  In&  614.  The  libel  shoulA 
show  insurable  interest  in  a  vessel  at  the  time  the  policy  ptirports. 
to  take  effect    Eammoor  v.  Ins.  Co..  40  Fed.  Rep.  847. 

TRHenshaw  v.  Mutual  Safety  Ins.  Oa,  2  Blatchf.  99. 

76  Id. 
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erty  is  admitted  to  have  beea  owned  by  the  plaintiff  when  the 
poHey  was  issued^  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  defendants 
to  show  a  subsequent  alienation  of  the  property." 

I  766.  Mutuality  of  agreement.  In  an  action  on  an  open 
policy,  providing  that  the  company  shall  be  liable  for  such  sums 
as  shall  be  specified  by  application^  and  mutually  agreed  upon 
and  indorsed  upon  the  policy^  it  is  necessary  to  aver  that  an 
amount  sought  to  be  recovered  had  been  mutually  agreed  upon 
and  indorsed  upon  the  policy  J® 

I  767.  Nature  of  the  loss.  The  complaint  must  show  a  loss 
of  a  nature  intended  to  be  covered  by  the  insurance;^  but 
not  to  negative  possible  defenses.  And  the  loss  of  a  vessel  in- 
sured should  be  deemed  effectual  and  certain,  from  the  time  the 
vessel  was  so  injured  that  her  destruction  became  inevitable, 
and  the  claim  for  damages  must  be  deemed  to  have  then  attached 
although  she  was  kept  afloat  some  time  after  such  injury.*^  In 
an  action  on  a  marine  policy,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  com- 
pany is  liable  for  any  loss  oecafiioned  by  fire,  except  when  caused 
by  explosion  of  boiler,  and  except  as  limited  by  certain  warran- 
ties contained  in  the  policy,  a  complaint  which  alleges  that  the 
loss  was  caused  by  fire  which  was  not  caused  by  the  explosion 
of  any  boiler,  and  alleges  generally  that  the  plaintiffs  had  per- 
formed all  the  conditions  of  the  contract  on  their  part,  is  held 
sufficient.^  But  a  complaint  is  held  to  be  fatally  defective 
when  it  fails  to  allege  that  the  policy  or  certificate  covered  the 
precise  loss  by  fire  and  water,  or  that  when  the  loss  occurred  the 
policy  and  certificate  were  still  binding.^ 

■ 

I  768.  Parties.  Those  who  had  an  interest  in  the  vess'^1  in- 
sured, at  the  time  of  the  fatal  injury,  may  recover  upon  the 
policy,  notwithstanding  the  fact  of  their  having  subsequently, 
and  before  the  sinking  of  the  vessel,  made  an  assignment  of  their 

TTOrrell  v.  Hampden  Ins.  Oo.,  13  Gray,  431. 

78  Orane  v.  EvansviUe  Ins.  Co.,  13  Ind.  44(5. 

TOElllB  on  Fire  Ins.  176:  Phil,  on  Ins.  (>18. 

«)  Duncan  v.  Great  Western  Ins.  Co.  f>  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  173; 
Pardo  V.  Osgood,  5  Rob.  348;  reversing  S.  C,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
365. 

M  Louisville  Underwriters  v.  Durland.  123  Ind.  .544. 

wWeltiD  V.  Union  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  700;  37  N.  T. 
8t  Rep.  595. 
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interest  to  others,  who  are  not  parties  to  the  action.®  Where 
the  policy  is  on  account  of  whom  it  may  concern,  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  issued  may  sue,  on  behalf  of  all  the  owners,  in  his 
own  name,  as  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust.^  If  such  person  die, 
his  personal  representative  may  sue.^  Where  several  insurance 
companies  join  in  one  policy,  in  which  the  several  liability  of 
each  is  set  forth,  they  may  be  joined  as  defendants  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  loss.* 

I  768.  Foreign  insurance  company's  compliance  with  statutes. 
In  an  action  against  a  foreign  insurance  company  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  or  show  that  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
contract  was  made,  authorizing  the  company  to  do  business 
therein,  had  been  complied  with.*''  But  in  an  action  by  such 
company  such  compliance  must  be  shown.* 

i  770.  Attaching  policy  and  application.  Where,  by  the  ex- 
press terms  of  the  policy,  the  proposals,  answers,  and  declara^ 
tions  made  by  the  applicant  are  made  a  part  of  the  policy,  they 
should  be  stated  in  the  complaint  in  an  action  founded  on  the 
policy.*  But  such  application  need  not  be  attached  when  not 
made  a  condition  of  the  policy.^ 

83  Duncan  v.  Great  Western  Ins.  Oo.,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  173. 

84lll)noiB  Fire  Ins,  Co.  v.  Stanton,  57  lU.  354;  Walsh  v.  Wash- 
ington Marine  Ins.  Co.,  32  N.  Y.  427;  Pitney  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins. 
Co.,  06  id.  6;  Sturm  v.  Atlantic  Mnt  Ins.  Oo.,  63  id.  77;  Protection 
Ins.  Oo.  V.  Wilson,  6  Ohio  St.  554;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baltimore 
Warehouse  Co.,  93  U.  S.  527;  Waring  v.  Indemnity  Ins.  Co.»  45  N.  Y. 
606;  6  Am.  Rep.  146;  Strohn  v.  Hartford  Ins.  Oo.,  33  Wis.  648; 
Fleming  v.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Penn.  St.  391;  Williams  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co., 
2  Met.  303;  Knight  v.  Burelsa.  etc.,  Ins.  Oo.,  26  Ohio  St  664;  20 
Am.  Rep.  778. 

85  Sleeper  v.  Union  Ins.  Co..  65  Me.  385;  20  Am.  Rep.  706. 

«  Bemero  v.  Insurance  Cos.,  65  Cal.  386;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Boykln. 
12  Wall.  433;  Blasingame  v.  Home  Ins.  Oo.,  75  Cal.  633. 

87  Germania  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Curran,  8  Kan.  9;  Weber  v.  Union 
M.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mo.  App.  51;  Fitzsimmons  v.  Oity  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
18  Wis.  434;  86  Am.  Dec.  761. 

88  Jones  V.  Smith,  3  Gray,  500;  Washington  Co.  M.  Ins  Oo.  v. 
Hastings,  2  Allen,  398;  Washington  M.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Chamberlain, 
16  Gray,  165. 

8»  Bid  well  V.  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  3  Sawyer,  261; 
Byers  v.  Farmers*  Ins.  Co.,  35  Ohio  St.  606;  35  Am.  Rep.  623; 
Robbitt  V.  L.  &  L.  &  O.  Ins.  Co.,  66  N.  C.  70:  8  Am.  Rep.  494. 

90  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGookey.  33  Ohio  St.  .^>55;  Mutual  Benefit 
Ins.  Oo.  V.  Cannon,  48  Ind.  264;  Jacobs  v.  Nat.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  1 
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S  771.  Fremiumy  how  alleged.  The  complaint  must  aver  pay- 
ment, or  a  liability  to  pay  the  premium.®^ 

i  772.  Bisks.  Capture,  though  not  enumerated,  is  one  of 
the  risks  where  the  enumeration  of  risks  was  in  the  English  form, 
and  upon  a  loss  the  company  was  liable.** 

I  778.  On  cargo  lost  by  fire  —  valued  policy. 

Form  No.  X85, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  incorporation,  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

II.  The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  [or  had  an  interest  in] 
[two  hundred  barrels  of  flour],  shipped  on  board  the  vessel 

called  the  A.  D.,  from to ,  at  the 

time  of  the  insurance  and  loss  hereinafter  mentioned. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  at , 

the  defendant,  in  consideration  of dollars  which 

the  plaintiff  then  paid,  executed  to  him  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  the  said  goods,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  marked 
"  Exhibit  A,**  and  made  part  of  this  complaint  [or  whereby  it 

promises  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars  in  case  of 

the  total  loss,  by  fire  or  other  causes  mentioned,  of  the  said 

goods,  before  their  landing  at or,  in  case  of  partial 

damage,  such  loss  as  the  plaintiff  might  sustain  thereby,  pro- 
vided the  same  should  not  exceed  per  centum 

of  the  whole  value  of  the  goods]. 

IV.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  while  proceeding  on  the  voyage  mentioned  in 

the  said  policy,  the  said  goods  were  totally  destroyed  by  fire. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff's  loss  thereby  was dollars. 

VI.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. . ,  he 

famished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  his  loss  and  interest,  and 
otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  said  policy  on  his 
part. 

McArthnr,  632;  Guardian  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Go.  v.  Hogan,  80  111.  85; 
22  Am.  Rep.  180. 

«2  Greenl.  Bv.,  II  876-881;  Pbll.  on  Ins.  611. 

saThe  Merchants*  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Edmond,  etc.,  17  Gratt.  (Va.)  188. 
As  to  the  terms  of  an  insarance  policy,  whether  It  be  by  marine 
or  Are  Insurance,  see  Enreks  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  56  PeDn.  St. 
266:  94  Am.  Dec.  60;  American  H.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Pfttterson,  28  Ind.  17. 
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VII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  loss,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  policy,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.^*]  •* 

i  774.  Interest,  how  alleged.  In  a  declaration  upon  a  policy  ^ 
of  insurance  on  the  cargo  of  a  canal  boat,  it  was  held  a  suffi- 
cient averment  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  to  allege  that  the  in- 
surance was  ^^  for  the  account  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  as  a 
common  carrier,  for  hire,"  etc.;  and  a  sufficient  averment  of  the 
liability  incurred,  to  state  that  an  amount  of  goods  exceeding 
that  mentioned  in  the  policy  was  intrusted  to  him  as  a  carrier, 
and  that  they  were  consumed  by  fire,  and  the  plaintiff  thereby 
became  liable  to  pay  to  the  respective  owners  a  greater  sum  than 
that  insured.  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  actual  payment.**  If 
the  insurance  was  upon  the  goods  to  be  laden,  state  that  they 
were  laden,  and  their  loss.®* 

i  775.  Valued  policy  —  allegation  of. 

Form  No.  i86. 

That  on,  etc.,  at,  etc.,  in  consideration  of  the  premium  of 
dollars,  then  and  there  paid  to  them  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendants,  by  their  agents  duly  authorized  thereto, 
made  their  policy  of  insurance  in  writing,  of  which  a  copy  is 
annexed,  marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  thereby  insured  for  him 

dollars  upon  the  ship ,  then  lyin.cj 

in  the  harbor  of ,  f or  a  voyage  from 

to      ,  against  the  perils  of  the  seas,  and  otEer  perils 

in  the  policy  mentioned. 

• 

i  776.  On  freight  —  valued  poUcj. 

Form  No.  187, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  incorporation,  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

II.  That  he  had  an  interest  in  the  freight  to  be  earned  by  the 
ship  [Flying  Mist],  on  her  voyage  from to , 

M  As  to  manner  of  pleadinir  a  want  of  seaworthineBB  to  an  action 
on  a  time  policy,  see  Jones  v.  The  Insurance  Co.,  2  Wall.  Jr.  C.  C. 
178. 

w  Van  Natta  r.  Mutual  Security  Ins.  Co..  2  Sandf.  490;  and  spe 
De  Forest  v.  Pulton  FIfp  Ids.  Co..  1  Hall.  94. 

SB  Marsh  on  Ins.  f3d  ed.)  244-245,  278.  724. 
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at  the  time  of  the  insurance  and  loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
that  a  large  quantity  of  goods  was  shipped  upon  freight  in  her 
at  that  time. 

III.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

y  the  defendant^  in  consideration  of 

dollars  to  it  paid^  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  the  said  freight,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed^  marked 
^'Exhibit  K"  and  made  part  of  this  complaint^  and  thereby 

insured  for  him dollars  upon  certain  goods  then 

laden  upon  the  ship,  for  a  voyage  from to , 

against  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  other  perils  in  the  polioy 
mentioned. 

IV.  That  the  said  vessel,  while  proceeding  upon  the  voyage 
mentioned  in  the  said  policy  [or  during  said  voyage,  and  while 

lying  in  the  port  of J,  was  [or  state  said  goods, 

the  freight  whereof  was  insured,  were],  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  totally  lost  by  [the  perils  of  the  sea]. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  received  any  freight  from  the 
said  vessel,  nor  did  she  earn  any  on  the  said  voyage,  by  reason 
of  her  loss  as  aforesaid. 

VI.  That  the  plaintiff^s  loss  thereby  was dollars. 

VII.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he 

furnished  the  defendant  with  proof  of  his  loss  and  interest,  and 
otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  said  policy  on  his 
part. 

Vni.  That  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  said  loss. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  policy,  marked  ^*  Exhibit  A.*'] 

§  777.  Averment  of  loss  by  collision. 

Form  No.  i88. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  while  the 

said  [ship],  with  the  said  goods  on  board,  was  proceeding  on  her 
said  voyage,  and  before  her  arrival  at  her  said  port  of  destination 
in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  another  vessel,  with  great  force 
and  violence  was  carried  against  and  run  foul  of  the  said  [shipl 
and  the  said  [ship]  thereby  was,  with  the  said  goods,  sunk  and 
[totally]  lost. 

I  778.  Averment  of  waiver  of  a  condition. 

Form  No.  i8g. 

That  afterwards,  and  on  the flay  of , 

18. .,  at ,  the  defendants,  by  their  agents  duly 
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authorized  thereto,  waived  the  condition  of  the  said  policy  by 
which  [designating  it]^  and  released  and  discharged  the  plain- 
tiffs  from  the  performance  thereof  [or^  and  consented  that  the 
plaintiffs  should^  etc.,  according  to  the  facts]. 

■ 

f  779.  For  a  partial  loss  and  contribution. 

Form  No.  290, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 
I.  [Allege  •incorporation  as  in  form  No.  174.] 

il.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18 . .,  at 

,  in  consideration  of  the  premium  of 

dollars,  then  and  there  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
the  defendants  by  their  agents  duly  authorized  thereto,  made 
their  policy  of  insurance  in  writing,  of  which  a  copy  is  annexed 
as  a  part  of  this  complaint^  and  marked  "Exhibit  A,''  and 

thereby  insured  for  him    dollars  upon  certain 

goods  then  arid  there  laden  upon  the  ship ,  for 

a  voyage  from to ,  against  the  f>eril8 

of  the  sea  [or  mention  the  perils  which  occasioned  the  loss]. 

III.  That  said  ship  did,  on  the day  of ^ , 

sail  on  the  said  voyage,  and  while  they  proceeded  thereon  was, 
by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  dismasted,  and  otherwise  damaged  in 
her  hull,  rigging,  and  appurtenances;  insomuch  that  it  was 
necessary  for  the  preservation  of  said  ship  and  her  cargo,  to 
throw  over  a  part  of  said  cargo  [or  a  part  of  her  rigging  and 
furniture],  and  the  same  was  accordingly  thrown  over  for  that 
purpose. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  thereof,  the  plaintiff  was  oblige<l  to 

expend dollars  in  repairing  said  ship,  at , 

and  is  also  liable  to  pay dollars  as  a  contribution 

to  and  for  the  loss  occarioned  by  said  throwing  over  of  part  of 
said  cargo. 

V.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  he  gave  to  the  defendant  due  notice  and  proof 

of  the  loss  as  aforesaid,  and  otherwise  duly  fulfilled  all  the  con- 
ditions of  said  policy  of  insurance  on  his  part. 

VT,  That  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  by  the  defendant- 

[Demand  op  Judoicent.] 
[Annex  copy  of  policy,  marked  ''Exhibit  A.**] 
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i  780.  Allegation  for  a  particular  average  loas. 

Form  No.  igi. 

That  on  tbe day  of ,  while  on  the 

high  seas^  the  sea-water  broke  into  the  said  ship,  and  damaged 
the  said  [flour]  to  the  amount  of dollais. 

I  781.  Contribution.  The  owner  of  a  vessel  is  not  entitled 
to  contribution  on  general  average,  for  damage  sustained,  or  ex- 
pense incurred,  by  reason  of  the  perils  of  the  seas,  if  the  vessel 
was  unseaworthy  when  she  left  port,  although  from  a  latent 
defect.^ 

S  782.  J^ettiaon.  A  vessel  fell  in  with  a  ship,  in  a  sinking  con- 
dition. To  save  the  lives  of  the  ship^s  passengers  and  crew, 
the  master  of  the  vessel  consented  to  receive  them;  but  as  it 
was  necessary  to  throw  overboard  part  of  his  cargo  to  make 
room  for  them,  he  began  to  do  so  before  any  of  them  came  on 
board,  and  continued  it  while  they  were  coming  on  board,  until 
room  enough  was  made.  The  owner  of  the  vessel  sued  the  in- 
surers for  a  contribution  to  general  average,  for  the  above  jetti- 
son; it  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover.®^ 

§  783.  Particular  average.  Furniture  was  insured  **  free  of 
particular  average^'  (which  was  taken  to  mean  ** against  total 
lose  only^^).  During  the  voyage,  the  vessel  was  wrecked  and 
condemned,  and  said  goods  were  transshipped,  parts  of  sets  into 
one  vessel,  and  parts  into  another.  One  of  said  vessels  was  lost, 
with  its  cargo,  and  the  other  arrived  safely;  it  was  held  that 
the  insurers  were  liable  for  the  goods  lost.^* 

M  Wilson  V.  Cross,  83  Oal.  00. 

VI  Dabney  v.  New  England  Mutual  Ins.  Go.,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  300. 

M  Pierce  v.  Columbia  Ins.  Cb.»  14  Allen  (Mass.),  320. 
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CHAPTER  VIL 

ON   JUDOMENIB. 

I  784.  General  form. 

Form  No.  292. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  in  the 

Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state^  a 

judgment  was  duly  given  and  made  by  said  court  in  favor  of  this 
plaintiff^  and  against  the  defendant  herein,  in  an  action  in  said 
court  last  above  named  pending,  wherein  this  plaintiff  was 
plaintiff,  and  said  defendant  was  defendant,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars  [if  the  judgment  provided  for  a  special 

rate  of  interest,  add],  which  said  judgment  bears  interest  from 
the  date  thereof  at per  centum  per  annum. 

II.  That  said  judgment  remains  wholly  unpaid.* 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  785.  Action  lies  on  Judgment  or  decree.  Where  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  has  adjudicated  a  certain  sum  to  bo  due 
from  one  person  to  another,  a  legal  obligation  arises  to  pay  that 
sum,  on  which  an  action  of  debt  to  enforce  the  judgment  may 
be  maintained.  It  is  in  this  way  that  judgments  of  foreign 
courts  are  enforced,  and  the  rule  applies  equally  whether  they 
be  courts  of  record  or  not.*  The  same  rule  prevails  in  the 
Fnitcd  States,  where  such  action  has  been  maintained  in  one 
state  on  a  judgrment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
another.^  In  Virpnia,  debt  was  maintained  upon  a  judgment 
obtained  in  a  court,  the  office  of  whiob  bad  been  consumed  by 

1  The  above  form  of  complaint  is  suffloient  on  a  Judfrment  of 
anv  domestic  court,  or  on  a  .iiuicrmcnt  of  n  Circuit  Court  of  the 
TTnited  Statps,  for  the  lurlsdiction  of  such  courts  .  is  presumed. 
Bement  v.  Wlsner.  1  Code  R.  (X.  S.I  143:  Grlswold  v.  Sedgwick. 
1  Wend.  126. 

2  Williams  V.  Jones.  13  M.  &  W.  628. 

8  Cole  V.  Driskell,  1  Blackf.  16:  and  see  Outta  Percha  Mfg.  Oo. 
▼.  Mayor,  108  N.  Y.  276;  2  Am.  St  Rep.  412;  Moore  ▼.  Ogden,  Zti 
Ohio  St.  488. 
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fire,  and  the  record  of  the  judgment  wholly  destroyed.*  An 
action  lies  upon  an  unpaid  judgment,  although  the  execution 
has  not  been  returned.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  an  un- 
successful effort  to  collect  the  judgment.*  It  was  formerly 
doubted  whether  an  action  could  be  maintained  upon  a  decree 
for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  legal  right  ta  the  money, 
but  only  that  upon  certain  views  peculiar  to  a  court  of  equity 
the  payment  ought  to  be  made  and  that  no  promise  could  be 
implied  from  a  decreed  It  is  now  established,  both  in  England 
and  the  United  States,  that  an  action  will  lie  on  such  a  decree.* 
Such  action  lies  although  the  judgment  could  have  an  execution 
issued  thereon .• 

« 

I  786.  Against  counties.     A    judgment    against    a    county 

under  the  act  authorizing  counties  to  sue  and  be  sued,  has  th« 
effect  of  converting  a  demand  into  an  audited  claim.^^  After 
such  judgment  has  been  obtained  the  proper  mode  of  enforcing 
it  is  by  a  writ  of  mandate.  An  ordinary  action  on  such  judg- 
ment does  not  lie.^^ 

§  787.  Judgment,  how  pleaded.  In  pleading  a  judgment  or 
awards  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  facts  conferring  jurisdic- 
tion, but  such  judgment  or  determination  may  be  stated  to  have 
been  duly  given  or  made.^^    This  applies,  however,  to  judg- 

*Newcomb  v.  Dnimmond,  4  Leigh,  57. 

6  Linton  v.  Hurley.  114  Mass.  76. 
«King  V.  Blood,  41  C^l.  314. 

7  See  Carpenter  v.  ThcM^ton,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  52. 

8  Henderson  v.  Henderson.  51  Eng.  Com.  L,  288;  Pennington  v. 
Olbson,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  76;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  §§  432-441. 

©Brooks  V.  Todd,  1  Handy,  169;  Herdley  v.  Roby,  6  Ohio,  521; 
Fox  V.  Bums,  2  W.  L.  M.  387;  Linton  v.  Hurley,  114  Mass.  76; 
Hummer  v.  Lamphear,  32  Kan.  439;  49  Am.  Bep.  491;  and  see 
McDonald  v.  Dickson,  85  N.  C.  248;  Lambson  v.  Moffett,  61  Md. 
426;  Pitzer  v.  Russell,  4  Oreg.  124. 

10  Sharp  v.  Contra  Costa  Co.,  34  Oal.  284. 

11  Alden  v.  County  of  Alameda,  43  Cal.  270. 

i2Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  456;  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  ft  532;  Ohio 
Code,  §  120;  Weller  v.  Dickinson,  93  Cal.  108;  Edwards  v.  Kellings, 
90  id.  214;  Campe  v.  Lassen.  67  id.  139;  Soanlan  v.  Murphy,  51 
Minn.  536;  Wheeler  v.  Dakin.  12  How.  Pr.  542.  It  is  said,  in  great 
measure  obiter,  in  HoIliBter  v.  Holliater,  10  How.  Pr.  532,  that  this 
section  does  not  apply  to  foreign  Judgments,  and  that  a  general 
averment  of  Jurisdiction  would  not  be  sufficient;  but  in  Halstead 
V.  Black,  17  Abb.  Pr.  227.  the  contrary  is  held.  See  S  799.  post. 
A  complaint  in  an  action  on  a  Judgment  is  sufficient,  in  the  matter 
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ments  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction.  In  suing  on  a  judgment 
of  a  foreign  court  of  inferior  jurisdiction^  facts  must  be  stated 
showing  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  the  subject-matter.^^ 
In  Ohio  it  was  held  that  this  section  was  not  intended  to  apply 
to  the  judgments  of  the  Superior  Courts  of  general  jurisdiction 
of  that  state^  or  to  the  judgments  of  the  courts  of  other  states.^^ 
But  section  120  of  the  Ohio  Code  refers  only  to  "  pleading  a 
judgment  or  other  determination  of  a  court  or  officer  of  special 
jurisdiction/'  In  Indiana  it  is  held  that  in  a  complaint  on  a 
judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  another  state^  the  aver- 
ment that  the  judgment  or  decision  was  duly  given  or  made  is 
equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  and  subject-matter.^* 

i  788.  The  same  —  date  of  entry.  Where  in  an  action  on  a 
judgment  the  postea  in  the  record  stated  that  the  judge  pre- 
siding at  nisi  prius  sent  up  the  record  of  proceedings  had  before 
him  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1855,  and  it  appeared  that 
judgment  was  signed  September  26,  1856,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  properly  averred  in  the  complaint  that  the  judgment 
was  recovered  on  the  latter  day;  and  if  this  had  been  an  error  it 
was  amendable  at  the  trial,  and  would  be  disregarded  on  appeal.^® 

i  789.  The  same  — appeal.  A  judgment  unreversed  and  not 
suspended  may  be  enforced.*''  But  it  need  not  be  averred  in 
the  complaint  that  it  was  unreversed.*^ 

i  700.  The  same  ^  pleading  in  federal  courts.  A  declaration 
is  sufficient  which  avers  that  "  at  a  general  term  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  equity,  for  the  state  of  New  York,^'  etc.;  being  thus 
averred  to  be  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  no  averment  was 

of  description,  when  It  sets  forth  the  court  in  which  It  was 
rendered,  the  place  at  which  the  court  was  held,  the  names  of 
the  parties  In  favor  of.  and  against  whom  it  was  entered,  the  date 
of  its  rendition,  and  the  sum  recovered.  Andrews  v.  Flack,  88  Ala, 
294.  Additional  averments  as  to  the  contract  on  which  the  Judg- 
ment is  found  are  umiecessary  and  superfluous.  Sims  v.  Hertz- 
feld,  95  Ala.  145. 

18  McLaughlin  v.  Nichols,  IS  Ablx  Pr.  244. 

M  Memphis  Medical  Golleg?  v.  Newton,  2  Handy.  163. 

IS  Crake  v.  Crake,  18  iDd.  166;  Halstead  v.  Black,  17  Abb,  Pr.  227. 

i«  Lazier  v.  Weetcott,  26  N.  Y.  146;  82  Am.  Dec.  404. 

IT  Raun  V.  Reynolds,  18  Cal.  276. 

i«l  Ohlt.  PL  821;  Chaquette  v.  Ortet.  60  Oal.  594;  Freem.  on 
Jndg.,  ii  482^184. 
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necessary  that  the  subject-matter  in  question  was  within  ita 
jurisdiction,  and  the  courts  of  the  United  States  will  take  notice 
of  the  judicial  decisions  in  the  several  states,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  courts  of  those  states.  ^^  Indeed  it  has  become  a 
settled  practice  in  declaring  in  an  action  upon  a  judgment,  not 
as  formerly,  to  set  out  in  the  declaration  the  whole  record  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  general  suit;  but  only  to  allege,  generally, 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the 
court,  recovered  the  sum  mentioned  therein;  the  original  cause 
of  judgment  having  passed  in  rem  judicatam.^ 

§  791.  JudgmeiLt  by  confession.  A  judgment  creditor,  made 
such  by  confession  of  judgment,  who  seeks  to  reach  money  of 
the  judgment  debtor  in  the  hands  of  junior  judgment  credi- 
tors, upon  the  ground  that  he  has  a  prior  lien  on  the  same, 
must  aver  in*  his  complaint  that  at  the  time  his  judgment  was 
rendered,  the  amount  for  which  it  was  rendered  was  unpaid  and 
due." 

§  792.  Defense  of  dismissal.  Where  defendant  relies  in  de- 
fense upon  an  agreement  under  which  a  former  action  for  the 
same  cause  was  dismissed,  settled,  or  released,  he  must  raise  such 
defense  by  plea,  otherwise  it  will  not  be  available  as  a  bar.^ 
The  plea  of  nil  debet  is  an  insufficient  answer  to  an  action  on  a 
judgment.® 

§  793.  Judgments  of  Justices'  and  Probate  Courts.      It     is     a 

general  rule  that  the  law  presumes  nothing  in  favor  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  Justice's  Court.  Where  such  rule  prevails,  a 
complaint  on  a  judgment  of  a  justice  must  affirmatively  show 
€very  fact  conferring  jurisdiction.^  This  was  originally  tho 
rule  in  California,  but  it  has  since  been  chanprexl  by  statute.^ 
In  pleading  the  judgment  of  a  Probate  Court,  in  California,  it 
was  formerly  necessary  to  set  forth  the  fact?  which  give  juris- 
diction.^    This,  however,  has  boon  changod  by  the  Code,  sec- 

loPennin^on  v.  Gibson,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  «.5. 

20B!ddle  v.  WlUvins.  1  Pet.  G8«. 

21  Denver  v.  Burton,  28  Cal.  549. 

22Haldeman  v.  United  States,  01  V.  K.  (1   Otto)  .584. 

23  TndlanapoHs.  B.  &  W.  Railway  Co.  v.  Rlaley,  5Q  Ind.  60. 

24  Swain  V.  Chase.  12  Cal.  28,S;  Rowley  v.  Howard,  23  Id.  401. 

25  Oal.  C^de  Civ.  Pre,  §  456. 

^  Smith  V.  Andrews,  6  Oal.  652;  Towusend  v.  Gordon,  19  Id.  180. 
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tion  45 G,  and  judgments  of  that  court  are  now  pleaded  as  other 
judgments  of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction.^ 

i  794.  On  a  Judgment  by  leave  of  court. 

Form  No.  IQS, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  by  leave  of  this  court  first  had  and  obtained  by  order 

of  this  court,  made  at  the  General  Term  held  at , 

and  on ,  which  order  was  made  on  due  notice 

to  the  defendant,  the  said  plaintiff  brings  this  action. 
n.  [Allege  recovery  of  judgment  as  in  preceding  form.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  705.  Necessaxy  averment.  In  New  York,  an  action  upon 
a  judgment  can  not  be  maintained  between  the  original  parties 
thereto,  except  as  otherwise  prescribed,  without  leave  of  court,, 
and  it  is  necessary  to  aver  that  leave  to  prosecute  the  action 
has  been  obtained.^  And  if  this  averment  is  not  made,  it 
does  not  state  a  suflBcient  cause  of  action.^  The  practice  in 
California  i&,  however,  different,  as  the  suit  may  be  commenced 

27  Beans  v.  Emanuelli,  36  CaL  117.  Under  the  Wisconsin  statute- 
(R.  S.,  $  2673),  in  pleading  a  Judgment  of  a  court  of  special  juris- 
diction it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  facts  conferring  Jurisdiction^ 
but  such  Judgment  may  he  stated  to  have  been  "duly  given  or 
made.'*  And  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  Judgment 
against  the  defendant  and  that  it  was  duly  docketed,  is  held  to  be- 
equivalent  to  a  statement  that  such  Judgment  was  "duly  given 
or  made."  Pierstoff  v.  Jorges,  86  Wis.  128;  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  881;  see, 
also,  Tnttle  v:  Robinson,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  346;  91  Hun,  187.  In 
pleading  a  Judgment  of  a  Justice's  Court,  in  Montana,  the  pleader 
must  either  aver  that  the  judgment  was  "  duly  given  or  made.**  as 
permitted  by  the  statute  (Oode  Civ.  Pro.,  ft  108),  or  the  facts  con- 
ferring Jurisdiction  must  be  alleged  and  proved.  Harmon  v.  Cattle* 
Co.,  9  Mont  243;  Weaver  v.  English,  11  Id.  84;  see  S  328,  ante.  In 
New  York,  it  must  be  alleged  that  the  Judgment,  if  of  a  .Tusti<'e*8 
Court,  was  recovered  in  a  county  of  the  state,  docketed  In  that 
county  and  execution  issued,  and  that  the  Judgment  debtor  was  a 
resident  of  the  state  and  county.  Tuttle  v.  Robinson,  36  N.  Y. 
Supp.  346;  91  Hun,  187. 

28  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1913. 

29  Graham  v.  Scripture,  26  How.  Pr.  501.  Cases  excepted  from  this 
rule.  See  Smith  v.  Britton,  45  How.  Pr.  428;  Carpenter  v,  Butlen 
29'  Hun,  251;  Baldwin  v.  Roberts*  80  id.  163;  Goodyear,  etc..  Go. 
T.  FrlBseUe,  22  id.  174. 
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without  leave  of  court  previously  obtained.^  Yet  there  are 
in  our  practice  numerous  instances  where  leave  of  court  must 
be  first  obtained;  such  as  suits  against  receivers^  etc.  ' 

I  706.  The  Mune,  by  an  assignee. 

Form  No,  194, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ^  18.  .>  in  the 

Superior  Court,  in  and  for  the  county  of ,  in  thia 

state,  a  judgment  was  duly  given  and  made  by  said  court  in 
favor  of  one  C.  D.,  and  against  E.  F.,  the  defendant  herein,  iu 
an  action  in  said  court  pending,  wherein  said  C.  D.  was  plain- 
tiff, and  the  said  E.  F.  was  defendant,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  C.  D.  assigned  said  judgment  to  thia 

plaintiff. 

in.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

fDEMAND  OF  Judgment.] 

I  797.  Demand.     It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  any  demand  of 
payment  by  the  assignee,  or  any  refusal  to  pay  by  the  debtor.'^ 

i  798.  On  a  foreign  Judgment  of  a  court  of  general  Jurisdiction. 

Form  No.  195. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  in  and  for  the  county  of ,  in  the  state 

of  [Ohio],  was  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  duly  created  and 
organized  by  the  laws  of  said  state. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18 . . ,  the 

plaintiff  commenced  an  action  in  said  court  against  the  defend- 
ant by  the  issuance  of  summons  [or  other  process,  as  the  cas(* 
may  be],  which  summons  was  duly  and  personally  served  upon 
said  defendant  [or  in  which  action  the  defendant  appeared  in 

aoBronzan  t.  Drobaz,  93  Cal.  fA7,  And  this  is  so  althouf^h  the 
suit  be  brought  on  a  judgment  of  a  conrt  of  another  state,  by  the 
law  of  which  no  action  can  be  maintained  on  a  judgment  without 
leaTe:    Weber  v.  Yancy,  7  Wash.  St.  84. 

81  Moes  V.  Shannon,  1  HUt.  175. 
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person^  or  by  attorney].    That  thereupon  such  proceedings  were 

had  therein  in  said  courts  that  on  the day  of , 

18.  .y  a  judgment  for  the  sum  of dollars  was  duly 

given  and  made  by  said  court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
against  the  defendant. 

III.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  [except,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  700.  BsMntial  allegations.  In  pleading  the  judgment  of  a 
sister  state,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  it  was  duly  recovered. 
Fitcts  conferring  jurisdiction  need  not  be  stated,  overruling 
dictum,^  It  is  necessary  to  allege  jurisdiction  only  in  the  case 
of  a  court  whose  title  indicates  that  it  may  be  one  of  limited  ju- 
riBdiction.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  better  to  aver  that  the  court  had 
a  general  jurisdiction.  This  was  held  necessary  in  an  action 
on  the  judgment  of  a  County  Circuit  Court  of  another  ^tate,** 
In  Foot  V.  Stevens,  17  Wend.  483,  it  is  said  that  Courts  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  and  County  Courts  of  other  states,  are  to  be  pre- 
sumed of  general  jurisdiction.**  A  judgment  of  a  court  of  a 
foreign  country,  complete  and  regular  upon  its  face,  is  privia 
facie  valid,  and  a  complaint  upon  such  foreign  judgment  need 
not  allege  that  the  court  by  which  it  was  rendered  had  juris- 
diction either  of  the  cause  or  the  parties.**^  In  an  action  upon 
a  judgment  rendered  in  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  of  the 
High  Court  of  Justice,  in  England,  an  allegation  that  the  plain- 
fifT  in  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered  signed 
final  judgment  for  a  specified  sum  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  an  order  of  the  said  court,  "  which  said  judgment  was  then 
and  there  duly  given,  made,  and  entered,'^  is  sufficient  as  against 
n  general  demurrer .•• 

32  HoUlBter  v.  Hollister,  10  How.  Pr.  532;  Ayres  v.  Covlll,  18  Barb. 
200;  Halstead  v.  Black,  17  Abb.  Pr.  227;  and  see  Kranberg  v.  Elden 
IS  Kan.  150;  Cou^hran  v.  Oilman,  81  Iowa,  442:  Ritchie  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 2  Wash.  St.  512;  28  Am.  St  Rep.  877;  Gilchrist  v.  Oil  Co..  21 
W.  Va.  115;  but  compare  Gebhard  v.  Gamier.  12  Bnsh.  321;  23  Am. 
Rop.  721. 

33  McLnuffhlln  v.  Nichols,  13  Abb.  Pr.  244. 

34  Compare,  also.  Frees  v.  Ford.  6  N.  Y.  176:  Knndolf  v.  Thal- 
heiraer,  17  Barb.  506;  also,  Prlnjcle  v.  Woolworth,  90  N.  Y.  502; 
Stewart  v.  Stewart.  27  W.  Va.  167:  Specklemeyer  v.  Dailey,  23  Neb. 
101:  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  119. 

88  Gnnn  v.  Peakes.  36  Minn.  177:  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  661. 
MDore  V.  Thornburgh,  90  Cal.  64;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  100. 


513  J  L'DGMEXTS.  g§  800  -  803 

§  800.  Appearance^  how  alleged.  Alleging  that  defendant  was 
duly  notified,  but  not  saying  of  what;  or  that  he  had  personal 
notice  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  without  saying  from 
whom,  is  bad." 

§  801.  Appearance  without  summons.  In  pleading  the  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  of  another  state,  if  the 
defendant  therein  was  served  or  appeared,  the  facts  upon  which 
jurisdiction  is  founded  need  not  be  averred.  Want  of  jurisdic- 
tion is  matter  of  defense.®^ 

$  802.  Exemplification  of  Judgment.  A  certificate  of  exempli- 
fication of  a  judgment  rendered  in  another  state,  attested  by  the 
clerk  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  when  the  presiding  judge 
of  the  court  certifies  that  the  attestation  is  in  due  form  of  law, 
is  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  in  another  state.^  It  is  only 
necessary  that  the  certificate  should  state  the  main  facts  which 
are  made  necessary  by  the  act  of  Congress  respecting  the  authen- 
tication of  judgments.  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  jurisdiction.*® 
A  certificate  of  the  proceeding  of  the  Surrogate's  Court  of  New 
York,  which  states  that  A.  W.  B.  is  surrogate  of  the  city  an(? 
county  of  New  York,  and  acting  clerk  of  the  Surrogate's  Court; 
that  he  has  compared  the  transcript  of  the  papers  with  the 
original  records  in  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  W.  Y.,  and  finds 
the  same  to  be  correct,  and  a  true  copy  of  all  the  proceedings; 
and  that  the  certificate  is  in  due  form  of  law;  in  testimony 
whereof  he  sets  his  hand  and  afiixes  his  seal  o/!  ofilce  —  is  suffix 
cient.*^ 

§  803.  Force  and  effect  of  foreign  Judgm-jr.t.  The  judgment 
in  one  state  is  to  be  received,  and  have  full  force,  eflFect,  and 
virtue,  in  another  state.**     An  action  o/>  a  judgment  of  a  court 

37  T^ng  V.  Long.  1  Hill,  597. 

38  Wheeler  v.  Raymond.  8  Cow,  311;  uee  Schenk  v.  Birdseye,  2 
Idaho,  130,  and  cases  cited  In  §  799.  autr;. 

39  Thompson  v.  Manrow*  1  Cal.  428. 
*c  Jxiw  V.  Burrows,  12  Cal.  181. 

41  Id.;  see,  also.  Bean  v.  Loryea.  81  Cal.  151;  Gunn  v.  Peakes,  36 
Minn.  177:  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  661. 

43  Miller  v.  Duryee,  7  Granch,  481;  Hampton  v.  McConnell,  3 
Wheat  234;  May  hew  v.  Thatcher,  6  Id.  129;  Armstrong?  v.  Carson's 
Ex'rs,  2  Dall.  302;  Oreen  v.  Sarroiento.  9  Wash.  C.  C.  17;  Borden 
V.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121:  8  Am.  Dec.  225;  Shiimway  v.  Stillman.  4 
Cow.  293:  Teel  v.  Yost.  128  N.  Y.  387:  Semple  v.  Glenn,  91  Ala.  245; 
24  Am.  St.  R^p.  894;  Ambler  v.  Whipple.  139  111.  311;  32  Am.  St. 
Rep.  202.    Snfflrirpt  alleffatlon  of  the  effect  of  a  foreign  Judgment 
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of  competent  jurisdiction,  in  the  state  of  New  York,  may  bo 
maintained  in  this  state,  notwithstanding  an  appeal  from  such 
judgment  has  been  taken  and  is  still  pending  in  the  Court  of 
Appeals  in  that  state.*** 

The  provision  of  the  United  States  Constitution  giving  force 
and  effect  to  the  judgments  of  sister  states  has  no  reference  to 
the  manner  of  pleading,  but  only  to  their  effect  when  offered  in 
evidence.** 

i  804.  Allegation  of  Jurisdiction.  In  actions  on  judgments 
obtained  in  another  state,  where  the  transcript  shows  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  on  its  face,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  juris- 
diction.** In  Indiana,  the  record  of  the  judgment  or  a  transcript 
of  it  must  be  set  forth.**  It  should  not  be,  in  New  York.*^  If 
the  judgment  was  recovered  in  Ohio  against  the  company  by  an 
erroneous  name,  but  the  suit  upon  the  judgment  was  brought  in 
Indiana  against  the  company,  using  its  chartered  name  correcthv 
accompanied  with  an  averment  that  it  was  the  same  company,, 
this  mistake  is  no  ground  of  error;  it  could  only  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  a  plea  in  abatement  in  the  suit  in  which  the  firet 
judgment  was  recovered.*®  In  Ohio  it  is  held  that  a  tran??oript 
of  a  record  showing  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  is  not  "  an  in- 
strument for  the  unconditional  payment  of  money  only,"  and 
can  not  be  made  a  part  of  the  complaint  by  reference.**  In  an 
action  in  Kansas  upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  of  Pennsylvania,  the  petition  need  not  aver  that 
that  court  had  jurisdiction,  either  of  the  person  or  the  cause  of 
action.*^ 

under  the  foreign  laws.     See  Wright  v.  Ghapin,  74  Hun,  521;  31 
Abb.  N.  C.  137. 

48  Taylor  v.  Shew.  89  Cal.  536. 

44Gebhard  t.  Gamier.  12  Bush,  321;  23  Am.  Rep.  721;  Kams  v. 
Knnkle.  2  Minn.  313. 

46  Low  V.  Burrows,  12  Cal.  181.  How  such  a  complaint  should 
state  the  transcript,  see  Richardson  v.  Hickman,  22  Ind.  244; 
f  799,  ante,  and  cases  cited:  also,  Crane  v.  Crane,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
691;  compare  Thomas  t.  Pendleton.  1  S.  Dak.  150;  CowglU  v. 
Farmers'  Ids.  Co.,  25  Ore^r.  360. 

4«  Brady  v.  Murphy,  19  Ind.  258;  Adkins  v.  Hudson,  id.  392.  This 
is  no  longer  required  in  Indiana.  Mull  v.  McKnight,  67  Ind.  525; 
Hopper  V.  Lucas,  86  id.  44. 

47  Harlow  t.  Hamilton,  6  How.  Pr.  475.  Nor  in  Texas.  Hall  ▼. 
Mackay,  78  Tex.  248. 

4«  Lafayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  French.  18  How.  (IT.  S.)  404. 

49  MeiTiDhis  Medical  College  t.  Newton.  2  Handy,  168. 
so  Butcher  v.  Bank  of  Brownsville,  2  Kan.  70. 
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}  806.  On  a  foreign  Judgment  of  an  inferior  tribunaL 

Form  No.  196,  ! 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  J.  P.  was  a  justice 

of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the  town  of ,  in  the  county 

of ,  and  state  of ,  having  authority 

under  and  hy  virtue  of  an  act  of  said  state,  entitled  [title  of  act], 

passed  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  to  hold 

court,  and  having  jurisdiction  as  such  over  actions  of  [state 
jurisdiction  to  include  the  cause  of  action]. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  commenced   an   action 

against  the  defendant  before  the  said  justice,  by  filing  his  com- 
plaint, and  causing  summons  to  be  duly  issued  by  said  justice, 
on  that  day,  for  the  recovery  of  [state  what],  which  summons 
was  duly  and  personally  served  on  the  defendant. 

III.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  in 

said  action,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment,  which  was  duly 
given  by  said  justice  against  the  defendant,  for  the  snm  of 

dollars,  to-wit,    dollars  for  said 

debt,  with dollars  for  interest  from  the  said  date, 

and dollars  costs. 

IV.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thei'of . 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  806.  Action.  It  appears  that  the  action  of  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit lies  on  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace."^ 

'  i  897.  Before  the  said  Justice.  The  appropriate  mode  of 
pleading  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  to  allege  that 
it  was  recovered  "  before  him,''  not  "  in  his  court.*'  ^ 

I  808.  Costa.  This  should  be  inserted  in  the  third  allegation, 
if  it  would  not  otherwise  appear  that  the  amount  of  the  debt 
did  not  exceed  the  jurisdiction.*** 

I  809.  Designation  of  oi&ce.  It  is  necessary  in  California," 
or  in  New  York  »  in  pleading  the  determination  of  an  officer 

M  Green  v.  Pry,  1  Gtanch  C.  O.  137. 

M  McCarthy  v.  Noble,  5  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  880. 

M  Smith  V.  Mumf ord,  9  Cow.  28. 

M  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  (  46a 

«N.  Y.  Code,  I  682. 
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of  special  jurisdiction,  to  designate  the  ojfficer;  an  averment  that 
such  determination  was  duly  made  is  sufficient.^ 

i  810.  Jurisdiction  of  person.  To  show  that  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  had  been  acquired,  it  is  necessary  to  aver,  either  that 
the  party  appeared,  or  that  process  was  sued  out  and  duly  served 
on  him.**^ 

§  811.  Jurisdiction  of  Justice.  The  authority  under  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered  should  be  set  forth.^  A  general 
allegation  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  is  not  enough.  The 
statute  giving  jurisdiction  should  be  pleaded.^  A  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  for  costs  of  a  nonsuit  only,  is  an  exception 
to  this  rule.^  But  such  facts  need  not  be  alleged,  as  residence 
of  defendant,  that  summons  was  returned,  that  return  was 
made  thereon,  that  time  of  day  was  specified  in  summons,  nor 
that  court  was  held  at  the  time  and  place  specified.*^  After 
stating  the  facts  on  which  jurisdiction  depends,  it  is  sufficient, 
without  seting  out  the  proceedings,  to  say,  "  such  proceedings 
were  had,"  that  plaintiff  recovered,  etc.®^ 

§  811a.  Judgnment  agrainst  garnishee  —  complaint.  In  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  judgment  rendered  against  a  garnishee  upon  pro- 
ceedings supplementary  to  execution  against  a  judgment  debtor, 
it  is  sufficient  to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  judgment  sued 
upon  was  "duly  given  and  made,"  and  that  no  part  of  it  has 
been  paid,  and  it  need  not  aver  that  no  appeal  was  taken  from  the 
judgment,  nor  that  the  plaintiff  was  authorized  by  an  order  of 
court  to  institute  the  action.^ 

«« Carter  v.  Kaezley,  14  Abb.  Pr.  147.  The  form  of  allef^tlon.^ 
"  recovered  Judgment,  which  was  duly  plven,"  is  su^ested  liy  the 
court  in  Gralce  v.  Crake,  18  Ind.  156.  As  to  how  far  other  words 
may  be  deemed  equivalent  to  "  duly  given,"  comi)are  Willis  v. 
Havemeyer,  5  Duer,  447:  Hunt  v.  Dutcher,  13  How.  Pr.  538.  If 
the  Judgment  was  rendered  in  a  Justice's  Court  "  duly  "  must  be 
inserted.  Thomas  v.  Robinson.  3  Wend.  26^;  Keys  v.  Grannis,  3 
Nev.  548.  A  complaint  upon  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  must  allege  that  it  was  "duly  given  or  made,"  or  certain^ 
equivalent  allegations.    Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86  Ind.  43. 

57  Cornell  v.  Barnes,  7  Hill,  35;  Qulvey  v.  Baker,  37  Cal.  465. 

M  Stiles  V.  Stewart  12  Wend.  473:  see  §  807,  ante. 

R9  Sheldon  v.  Hopkins,  7  Wend.  436;  Stiles  v.  Stewart,  12  Id.  478; 
27  Am.  Dec.  142. 

«o  Turner  v.  Roby.  3  N.  Y.  193. 

«i  Barnes  v.  Harris.  4  N.  Y.  375:  3  Barb.  603. 

«2  Turner  v.  Roby,  3  N.  Y.  193. 

«3  Bronzan  v.  Drobaz,  93  Cal.  647. 


CHAPTEE  Vm. 

• 
\ 

4  LIABILITIES  CREATED  BY   STATUTE. 

t  812.  Penalties  under  the  statute  —  general  form* 

Form  No.  197. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

y  the  defendant   [here  state  acts  constituting  a 

violation  of  the  statute,  either  following  the  words  of  the  statute, 
or  setting  forth  the  facts  more  specifically]  against  the  form  of 
the  statute  [or  statutes,  as  the  case  may  be],  in  such  case  made 
and  provided.     [See  section  813,  below.] 

II.  That  hereby  the  defendant  became  indebted  in  the  sum 
of  [amount  of  penalty]  to  [one  for  whose  use  the  action  is 
given],  whereby  an  action  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  according  to 
the  provisions  of  [describing  the  statute  in  such  terms  as  the 
case  may  require]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  818.  Attorney  practicing  without  license.  An  attorney 
practicing  without  a  license  may  be  punished  as  in  other  cases 
of  contempt.  The  right  to  practice  is  not  "  property/'  nor  in 
any  sense  a  "contract,"  within  the  constitutional  meaning  of 
those  terms.*  The  right  to  practice  is  not  a  constitutional 
right,  but  a  statutory  privilege.  But  the  authority  of  an  at- 
torney to  appear  will  be  presumed  where  nothing  to  the  con- 
trary appears.^ 

t  814.  Copyright.  A  declaration  for  the  penalty  imposed  for 
putting  the  imprint  of  a  copyright  upon  a  work  not  legally  copy- 
righted, in  the  name  of  two  persons,  is  bad  on  general  demurrer.^ 

1  Oohen  v.  Wrijfht,  22  C5al.  293;  see  People  v.  McCabe.  18  Col. 
186:  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  270;  Ex  parte  Harrison.  112  Ind.  329. 

2  Hayes  v.  Shattiick.  21  Cal.  51;  Wilson  v.  Cloaveland,  30  Id.  192; 
Holmes  v.  Rojjers,  13  Id.  191;  Turner  v.  Caruthers.  17  Id.  431;  State 
T.  MlnlDff  Co..  13  Nev.  203:  Vorce  v.  Page,  28  Neb.  294. 

«  Ferrett  v.  AtwiU.  1  Blatchf .  151. 
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5  815.  Failure  to  pay  assessmenl.  The  failure  of  one  part- 
ner in  a  ditch  to  pay  his  proportion  of  the  expenses  of  the  con- 
cern does  not  forfeit  his  right  in  the  common  property.*  Where 
forfeiture  is  claimed  under  a  mining  regulation  or  custom,  this 
regulation  or  custom  will  be  most  strictly  construed  under  the 
claim  of  forfeiture.*^ 

§  816.  Ferries  and  toll  bridges.  In  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  by  the  owners  of  a  licensed  ferry  against  a  party 
alleged  to  have  run  a  ferry  within  the  limits  prohibited  by  law, 
it  was  held  that  the  complaint  shbidd  have  alleged  that  defend- 
ant ran  his  ferry  for  a  fee  or  reward,  or  the  promise  or  expectar 
tion  of  it,  or  that  he  ran  it  for  other  than  his  own  personal  use 
or  that  of  his  family,  and  that  the  omission  of  these  allegations 
was  fatal.® 

§  817.  Forfeiture  under  statute.  When  a  forfeiture  is  purely 
the  creation  of  statute,  no  other  process  or  procedure  can  bo 
made  use  of  to  enforce  the  forfeiture  than  that  which  the  stat- 
ute prescribes.''  .In  an  action  to  enforce  a  penalty  or  forfeiture 
imposed  by  statute,  the  claim  is  to  be  strictly  construed.®  If 
there  be  any  rule  requiring  the  payment  of  a  debt,  the  rule  can 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  judgment  rendered  for  a  penalty  under 
the  penal  statute.®  An  action  founded  on  a  statute  to  recover 
a  penalty,  where  no  penalty  is  imposed,  can  not  be  sustained.*® 
In  order  to  have  a  forfeiture  take  place,  there  must  be  some 
person  who  is  entitled  to  receive  the  benefit  of  the  forfeiture.** 

S  818.  Forfeiture  of  title  to  real  estate.  No  forfeiture  of  real 
estate  can  take  place  for  nonperformance  of  conditions  precedent 
or  subsequent,  unless  there  are  two  contracting  parties  who 

4  KimbaU  v.  Gearhart,  12  Gal.  27. 

BOolman  v.  dements,  23  Cal.  245;  Wiseman  v.  McNulty,  25  Id. 
280. 

6  HaDson  v.  Webb,  3  Cal.  236. 

7  Reed  V.  Omnibus  R.  R.  Co.,  33  Cal.  212. 

8  Askew  V.  Ebberts,  22  Cal.  263;  People  v.  Belknap,  58  Hun,  241; 
Hoeberg  v.  Newton,  49  N.  J.  L.  617;  People  v.  Utica  Cent.  Co.,  22 
111.  App.   150. 

9  Chester  v.  Miller,  13  Cal.  558. 

10  Board  of  Health  v.  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Co.,  1  Cal.  197. 

11  Wiseman  v.  McNulty.  25  Cal.  230.  How  far  the  stHct  rules  of 
the  common  law,  as  to  pleading  in  criminal  casoB,  are  applicable  to 
informations  for  forfeitures  in  rem,  considered  in  The  Palmyra,  12 
Wheat.  1. 
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have^  at  the  same  time^  or  successively,  an  interest  in  the  estate 
upon  which  the  condition  is  reserved.^*  No  forfeiture  accrues 
to  a  title  otherwise  good,  by  failure  to  present  it  to  the  board  of 
land  commissioners.^^  The  United  States,  after  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  did  not  become  vested  with  any^  authority 
to  prosecute  a  claim  for  forfeiture  or  escheat  that  had  accrued 
in  California  to  the  Mexican  government.^^ 

I  819.  Gaming.  An  allegation  in  a  complaint  that  the  parties 
Jcept  a  saloon  for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  and  selling  liquors  and 
cigars,  does  not  raise  the  presumption  that  the  gaming  was  neces- 
sarily unlawful,  or  that  the  saloon  was  a  common  gaming-house, 
as  the  word  might  apply  to  lawful  games,  as  billiards,  etc.^ 

I  820.  Xarka  and  brands.  That  in  an  action  for  a  penalty 
for  altering  the  inspector's  marks  on  barrels  of  flour,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  set  out  the  marks  and  the  manner  of  the  alteration. ^^ 

{  821.  Office  and  officers.  In  an  action  against  an  officer  to 
recover  a  penalty  imposed  by  a  general  statute,  it  is  sufficient 
to  refer  to  such  statute,  though  the  particular  duty  in  question 
was  created  by  a  subsequent  statute." 

§  822.  Bailroad  companies  —  excessive  fare.  In  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  for  breach  of  duty  by  such  com- 
pany in  not  conveying  a  passenger,  it  is  not  necessary  for  plain- 
tiff to  allege  in  his  complaint  a  strict  legal  tender  of  his  fare.^® 
It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
offered  to  pay  such  sum  of  money  as  the  defendant  was  legally 
entitled  to  charge.  The  transportation  and  payment  of  the  fares 
are  contemporaneous  acts.*®  In  an  action  against  the  New 
York  Central  Railroad  Company,  to  recover  a  statutory  penalty 
for  exacting  an  excessive  fare,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  the  complaint  should  set  out  the  various  enactments 
consolidating  the  several  companies  which  make  up  the  New 
York  Central  Railroad  Company  so  as  to  show  that  the  latter 

12  Wiseman  v.  MeXulty,  25  Cal.  230. 

13  Gregory  v.  McPhereon,  13  Cal.  562. 
i<  People  V.  Folsom,  5  Cal.  373. 

«  Whlpley  V.  Flower.  6  Cal.  632;  65  Am.  Dec.  547. 

i6  01otid  V.  ITewett,  3  Crnnch  C.  C.  199. 

"  Morris  v.  People.  3  Den.  381. 

18  Tarbell  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  34  CW.  616. 

i»Id. 
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company  is  restricted  to  a  fare  of  two  cents  per  mile  for  each  pas- 
senger; but  that  it  was  enough  to  allege  that  the  defendants  had 
been  duly  organized,  that  they  were  entitled  to  demand  and  re- 
ceive of  passengers  a  certain  rate  of  fare,  and  that  they  had  de- 
manded and  received  a  higher  rate.^  A  complaint  in  an  action  by 
a  shipper  against  a  carrier,  which  substantially  alleges  that  for  the 
same  quantity  and  character  of  freight  the  plaintiff  was  charged 
a  greater  amount  for  transportation  from  the  same  point  than 
another  merchant,  but  which  does  not  allege  that  the  charge  to 
the  plaintiff  was  unreasonable  and  excessive,  does  not  slate  a 
cause  of  action  at  common  law,  and  an  allegation  of  discrimina- 
tion or  inequality  is  not  the  equivalent  of  an  allegation  of  an 
excessive  charge.^ 

}  823.  Telegraph  messages.  Where  the  telegraph  company 
fails  to  transmit  a  message,  upon  compliance  by  the  person  con- 
tracting with  it  with  the  conditions  required  by  law,  an  action 
lies  for  the  penalty.^  And  the  party  who  contracts  is  entitled 
to  the  penalty.^ 

a  824.  Theatrical  exhibitions.  A  complaint  which  charges 
that  the  defendant  '*  did  willfully  and  unlawfully,  on  the  first 
day  of  the  week,  commonly  called  Sunday,  to-wit,  on  the  Sab- 
bath day,  get  up,  and  in  getting  up  and  opening  of  a  theater," 
contains  a  sufficient  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  th(? 
offense  of  getting  up  a  theater  on  the  Sabbath  day.^ 

I  826.  Statutory  action  —  allegations.  In  an  action  on  a  stat- 
ute, the  party  prosecuting  must  allege  every  fact  necessary  to 
make  out  his  title  and  his  competency  to  sue.^    Thus,  where 

20  Nellla  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co..  30  N.  Y.  505. 

21  Oowden  v.  Pac.  Coast  S.  S.  Co.,  94  Cal.  470;  28  Am.  St  Rep. 
142. 

22  Thum  V.  Alta  Tel.  Co.,  15  Cal.  472. 
28  Id. 

24  People  V.  Mafnilre,  28  Cal.  635;  for  complaint  see  People  v. 
Koll,  3  Keyes,  236. 

26  Fleming:  v.  Bailey,  5  East  313;  4  Johns.  193?  Blgelow  v.  John- 
son, 13  id.  428:  Fairbanks  v.  Town  of  Antrim,  2  N.  H.  105;  Ferrett 
V.  Atwlll,  1  Blatchf.  151;  Austin  v.  Goodrich,  49  N.  Y.  286.  The 
essential  facta  must  be  alleged,  and  not  left  to  be  inferred.  State 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  78  Me.  411.  In  order  to  maintain  a  statutory  action 
it  is  necessary  to  show  a  strict  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  statute.  Martin  v.  Pittman.  3  Col.  App.  220.  In  an  action 
under  the  Colorado  statute  (Session  Laws.  1887,  p.  238),  to  deter- 
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the  statute  giving  the  cause  of  action  prescribes  what  the  plain- 
tiff shall  state  in  his  complaint^  and  requires  a  reference  to  be 
made  to  the  statute^  the  requirement  must  be  complied  with  or 
the  plaintiff  can  not  recover.^  But  if  a  statute  gives  a  new  de- 
fense^ or  authorizes  the  introduction  of  evidence  not  previously 
admissible^  the  defendant  may  so  shape  his  pleas  as  to  avail 
himself  of  the  benefits  of  the  new  law,  and  the  old  ruled  of 
pleading  must  yield  to  the  statute.^ 

i  826.  Penal  statutes  —  allegations  in  actions  on.  In  penal  ac- 
tions founded  on  a  statute,  a  reference  to  the  statute  is  usually, 
but  not  necessarily,  made^  for  the  purpose  of  informing  the 
defendant  distinctly  of  the  nature  and  character  of  the  offense.^ 
And  in  cases  where  no  general  form  of  complaint  is  given,  the 
plaintiff  must  set  forth  the  particular  acts  or  omissions  which 
constitute  the  cause  of  action.^®  But  omitting  to  refer  to  the 
statute  is  a  defect  of  form  only.^^  In  declaring  on  a  penal 
statute,  it  is  sufficient  to  pursue  the  words  of  the  statute,  and  not 
essential  to  conclude  **  against  the  form  of  the  statute."^^  The 
declaration  must  aver  that  the  act  complained  of  was  done  con- 
trary to  the  statute.*^  A  declaration  founded  exclusively  upon 
a  statute,  and  not  maintainable  at  common  law,  must  conclude 
"  against  the  form  of  the  statute."**    A  declaration,  if  founded 

mine  and  settle  a  disputed  boundary  line  between  counties,  after 
one  baa  been  run  out  and  established  by  the  state  engineer,  the 
complaint  must  contain  affirmative  and  positive  allegations  show- 
ing the  proceedings  to  have  been  such  as  to  confer  jurisdiction. 
Routt  County  v.  Grand  County,  4  Col.  App.  806. 

M  Schroeppell  v.  Coming,  2  N.  Y.  132;  and  see  Avery  v.  Slack,  17 
Wend.  85. 

27  Cutts  V.  Hardee,  38  Oa.  350. 

28*Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  510. 

»  Shaw  V.  Tobias.  3  N.  Y.  190. 

so  Slack  V.  Avery,  17  Wend.  86;  People  v.  Brooks,  4  Den.  460; 
Bigelow  V.  Johnson,  13  Johns.  428. 

81 0'Maley  v.  Reese,  6  Barb.  a58.  A  complaint  to  recover  a 
statutory  penalty  which  states  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action, 
need  not  refer  to  the  statute.    Mafiera  v.  Holdrege,  4  Col.  App.  120. 

32  People  V.  Bartow,  6  Cow.  290;  Lee  v.  Clark,  2  East,  333. 

38  Parker  v.  Haworth,  4  McLean.  373.  That  the  statute  must  be 
referred  to  with  certainty,  see  X.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  1807;  Fish 
V.  Manning.  31  Fed.  Rep.  340;  People  v.  Railway  Co.,  64  Mich.  618. 

84  Chit.  PI.  2i6,  405;  Sears  v.  Ignited  States,  1  Gall.  257;  Smith  v. 
Tnited  States,  id.  261;  1  Saund.  135.  note;  Jones  v.  Vanzandt,  2 
McLean,  611.  That  It  Is  essential,  see  Sears  v.  United  States,  1  GalL 
257. 
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on  an  amendatory  act^  which  refers  to  and  contains  a  former 
one,  should  conclude  "  against  the  statute,"  and  not  "  statutes."** 
A  complaint  on  a  penal  statute  need  not  aver  the  uses  to  which 
the  forfeiture  is  to  be  applied.^ 

Where  a  number  of  penalties  are  incurred  in  one  act,  they 
may  all  be  included  in  one  count.  In  an  action  against  an 
officer  to  recover  a  penalty  imposed  by  a  general  statute  for  any 
neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  a  duty,  it  is  enough  to  refer  to 
such  statute,  though  the  particular  duty  in  question  was  created 
by  a  subsequent  statute.'^^ 

Where  a  penalty  is  given  by  statute  and  no  remedy  is  pro- 
vided, debt  will  lie.^  And  this  although  it  is  uncertain.^  In 
an  action  for  debt,  brought  to  recover  several  penalties  (under 
section  1  of  the  act  of  1790),  against  the  master  of  a  vessel  for 
shipping  seamen  without  articles,  a  single  count  for  all  the 
penalties  is  sufficient'^  So,  also,  if  an  agreement  contain  a 
penalty,  the  plaintiff  may  bring  debt  for  the  same  and  for  no 
more,  or  covenant,  and  recover  more  or  less  damages  Uian  the 
penalty;  **  and  for  several  penalties  incurred  in  one  act,  plaintiffs 

^  Falconer  v.  Campbell,  2  McLean,  195. 

36  Sears  v.  United  States,  1  Gall.  257.  Nor  need  it  allege  to  whom 
the  penalty  Is  to  go.  State  v.  Willis,  78  Me.  70;  State  v.  Thrasher. 
79  Id.  17.  And  nonpayment  of  the  penalty  need  not  be  alleged. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Young,  93  Ind.  118.  Sulliciency  of  a 
complaint  following  the  language  of  the  statute  as  to  a  forfeiture. 
See  State  v.  Adams,  78  Me.  486;  State  v.  Owsley,  17  Mont.  94. 
Complaint  In  action  for  penalty  for  failure  by  directors  of  corporation 
to  file  annual  reports.  Rose  v.  Chadwick,  41  N.  T.  Supp.  190;  9 
.Vjip.  Dlv.  311;  or  to  post  monthly  reports.  Chapman  v.  Doray. 
89  Cal.  52. 

37  Morris  v.  People,  3  Den.  381.  For  exacting  excessive  fare  on 
railroad.  Nellis  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  30  N.  1.  505.  Com- 
jilaint  against  railway  company  for  not  ringing  boll  on  approaching 
n  oroRslng.    See  Wilson  v.  Rorh.  &  Syr.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Barb.  167. 

s**  Jacob  V.  United  States,  1  Brook.  Marsh,  520;  City  of  Chicago 
V.  Enrlght,  27  111.  App.  559.  It  has  been  held  that  penalties  may  l>e 
rei'ovorod  by  Indictment  or  Information,  where  this  mode  is  not 
excluded  by  statute.  State  v.  Railroad  Co..  89  Mo.  .562;  United 
State*!  V.  Howard,  17  Fed.  Rep.  638;  TTnlted  States  v.  Grant,  .56 
Id.  414. 

3»  Corporation  of  Washington  v.  Eaton,  4  Cranch  C.  C.  3.52. 

40  People  V.  M'Fadden,  13  Wend.  396;  Wolverton  v.  Lacy,  8  Law 
R.  (N.  S.)  672. 

41  Martin  v.  Taylor,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  1. 
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may  declare  generally  in  one  count.*^  But  only  one  penalty 
can  be  enforced  for  the  same  act.**  Thus,  under  an  ordinance 
forbidding  both  the  sale  of  a  thing  and  its  exposure  to  sale,  a 
single  act  of  selling  can  not  be  separated  so  as  to  impose  therefor 
two  penalties.  In  case  of  an  actual  sale,  the  exposure  to  sale 
is  merged  in  the  sale.***  Where  two  or  more  concur  in  the  act 
of  aiding,  and  but  one  penalty  attaches,  they  may  be  sued  to- 
gether.*^ In  an  action  for  a  statute  penalty,  intent  to  violate 
the  law  must  be  shown;  but  a  neglect  may  be  so  gross  as  to 
amount  to  a  criminal  intent.^  The  repeal  of  a  law  imposing 
A  penalty  determines  the  action.*^ 

I  827.  ProviflOB  and  exceptions.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  in 
pleading  under  a  statute,  it  is  suflScient  to  use  the  language  of 
the  statute,  and  though  there  are  exceptions  requiring  speciHc 
facts  to  be  stated  where  general  language  is  used  in  the  statute, 
yet  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  civil  proceeding  to  add  to  the  language 
of  the  statute  other  general  language,  which  does  not  make  the 
pleading  any  more  specific,  because  such  other  language  was 
technically  required  in  a  common-law  indictment.^  But  when 
a  pleading  is  filed  under  a  statute  where  there  is  an  exception  in 
the  eiDacting  clause,  it  must  negative  the  exception;  but  where 
there  is  no  exception  to  the  enacting  clause,  but  an  exception 
in  the  proviso  thereto,  or  in  a  subsequent  section  of  the  act,  it  is 
matter  of  defense  and  must  be  shown  by  the  defendant.*®  A 
public  statute  need  not  be  recited  or  referred  to  in  pleading,  and 

42  People  V.  M'Fadden,  13  Wend.  396. 

4aDrlskni  V.  Pariah,  3  McT^an.  631. 

♦*  city  of  Brooklyn  v.  Toynbee,  31  Barb.  282. 

«Partridife  v.  Naylor,  Cro.  Ellz.  480:  F.  Moore.  453;  Rex  v. 
Olark.  Cowp.  610;  Barnard  v.  Gostlinjr.  2  East.  569;  Warren  v.  Doo- 
llttle,  5  Oow.  678:  compare  Marsh  v.  Shuts,  1  Den.  2S0;  Ingeraoll 
T.  Skinner,  id.  540;  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Ordrenan,  12  Johns.  122; 
see,  alao.  Palmer  v.  Conly,  4  Den.  374. 

«  Sturjres  v.  Maitland,  Anth.  N,  P.  208. 

47  People  ex  rel.  Oook  v.  Board  of  Police,  40  Barb.  626;  16  Abb. 
Pr.  473. 

48  Jarvifl  V.  Hamilton,  16  Wis.  .^74. 

4»  Washburn  v.  Franklin,  28  Barb.  27;  Great  Western  R.  R.  Oa 
T.  Hanks,  36  lU.  281;  Lynch  v.  People,  16  Mich.  472:  Faribault  v. 
Hulett.  10  Minn.  30:  01ouj?h  v.  Shepherd,  31  X.  H.  490:  MoOlone 
V.  Prosaer.  21  Wis.  273;  but  see  Farwell  v.  Smith.  16  N.  J.  L.  (1 
Harr.)  133.  Negativing  exception  in  statute.  Fish  v.  Manning, 
^1  Fed.  Rep.  340;  Rowell  v.  Janvrin,  161  N.  Y.  60;  People  v.  Briggs, 
114  id.  66. 


gg  S'ZS   830         FOBMS  OP  COMPLAINTS.  524 

all  that  seems  material  is  that  enough  be  stated  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  statute-^ 

f  828.  8tatute8y  how  proved.  As  to  whether  an  act  is  passed 
by  the  requisite  vote,  the  printed  statutes  are  presumptively  cor- 
rect, and  .the  original  on  file  conclusive.** 

S  820.  Venue  in  California.  Actions  for  the  recovery  of  a 
penalty  or  forfeiture  imposed  by  statute,  shall  be  tried  in  the 
county  where  the  cause,  or  some  part  thereof,  arose,  subject  to 
the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial.** 

I  880.  For  selling  liquor  without  a  license. 

Form  No.  198. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  sold  to  one  A.  B.  [or  to  divers  per- 
sons] strong  liquors  [or  spirituous  liquors,  or  wines],  in  quanti- 
ties less  than  by  the  bottle  [or  otherwise,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  ordinance  or  statute]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  had  not  then  a  license  to  sell  liquors, 
as  required  by  the  act  entitled  "An  act,''  etc.  [giving  title  of  act 
in  full],  passed  on  the day  of ,  18. . 

III.  That  therebv  the  defendant  became,  and  is  indebted  to 

the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  and  penalty  of dollars,  for 

said  act  of  selling  [or,  each  and  every  of  said  acts  of  selling], 
whereby  this  action  has  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  said  act,  for  the  said  sum  of dol- 
lars [or  if  more  than  one  penalty  is  claimed,  for  the  aggregate 
amount  or  sum  of dollars]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]" 

WMcHanr  V.  Eastman.  7  Rabt.  1R7:  a.  C  ^f^  How.  Pr.  205:  Bret« 
V.  Mayor,  3.5  Id.  130;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  2.58;  reversing  3  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  478;  see  %  329,  ante. 

51  Peoi»le  ex  reU  v.  Commissioners  of  Hiprbways,  54  N.  Y.  276: 
13  Am.  Rep.  581;  People  v.  Devlin,  33  N.  Y.  2fi9;  86  Am.  Dec.  375. 

M  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  H  393. 

M  For  another  form,  see  People  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  Pr.  384:  also. 
State  V.  Railway  Co.,  89  Mo.  562.  To  follow  the  words  of  the  not 
is  sufficient.  See  Cole  v.  Jessnp.  10  N.  Y.  96:  10  How.  Pr.  515.  The 
general  allegation  that  the  sale  was  made  "  unlawfully "  and 
"  contrary  to  law,"  is  not  sufficient.  Village  of  Gortland  v.  Howards 
37  N.  Y.  Supp.  848. 
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§  831.  Against  a  witness,  for  disobeying  subpoena. 

Form  No.  i^, 

[Title.] 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  caused  the  defendant  to  be  duly 

served  with  a  subpoena  commanding  him  to  attend  as  a  witness 

in court,  in  and  for  the  county  of ,  in 

this  state,  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  there  to 

give  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  in  said 
court  pending,  wherein  this  plaintiff  was  the  plaintiff,  and  one 
C.  D.  was.defendant  [or  otherwise  designate  the  proceedings]. 

II.  That  at  the  same  .time  the  plaintiff  caused dol- 
lars, the  lawful  fees  of  the  said  witness,  to  be  paid  [or  tendered] 
to  him. 

III.  That  defendant  failed  to  attend  as  commanded,  whereby 
the  defendant  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  amount  of 

dollars,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute 

[describe  the  statute]. 

IV.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  forfeited 
to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of dollars. 

[If  special  damages  are  claimed,  add:]  V.  And  for  a  second 
cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  because  of  the  said 
failure  of  the  said  defendant  to  attend  said  trial  as  such  witness 
as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff,  when  said  action  was  called  for  trial, 
was  compelled,  for  want  of  the  testimony  of  said  defendant,  with- 
out whose  testimony  he  could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial 
of  said  action,  to  move  the  said  couit  to  continue  the  said  action: 
and  the  said  couri;  did  continue  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
compelled    to     pay    on    said    continuance,    as    costs    thereof, 

dollars,  which  sum  he  was  so  compelled  to  pay  by 

reason  of  the  said  failure  of  the  said  defendant  to  attend  as  such 
witness  as  aforesaid,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said 

sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  882.  Witness  refusing  to  answer.  An  action  lies  at  common 
law  against  a  witness  refusing  to  answer  or  attend  under  a  sub- 
poena,''* The  complaint  must  aver  that  the  witness  fees  were 
paid  or  tendered  to  him.*"^  It  would  seem  that  a  general  allega- 
tion that  he  was  lesrally  subpoenaed  is  insufficient.^ 

MKlnjr  ▼.  The  iDhabltants,  etc.,  Doujrl.  561:  Gorham  v.  Thomp- 
■son.  Peake.  00:  Warner  v.  Lucas,  10  Ohio,  336. 
(»^McKeon  v.  Lane,  1  Hall,  356. 
wid. 
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S  838.  For  TriolattoA  of    ordinance  of    board  of    saperriaon. 

Form  No.  zoo, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ^  18 . . ,, 

the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  of ,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  power  in  them  vested  by  law,  passed  a  law  entitled 
"  An  order,  regulation  or  ordinance,**  etc.  [giving  title  of  the 
same]  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint. 

II.  That  since  the  passing  thereof,  to-wit,  on  the 

day  of   .,  18..,  the  defendant  [here  sjate  fully 

wherein  the  defendant  has  disobeyed  the  order],  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  ordinance  above  mentioned. 

III.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  forfeited 
to  the  plaintiff  tie  sum  of dollars, 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]*^^ 

I  834.  Essential  allegations.  In  general,  the  by-laws  of  all 
corporate  bodies,  including  municipal  corporations,  must  be  set 
forth  in  pleading,  when  they  are  sought  to  be  enforced  by  an 
action,  or  set  up  as  a  protection.**  In  Indiana  a  copy  of  the 
by-law  or  ordinance  should  be  made  a  part  of  the  complaint.^ 
But  the  authority  to  enact  may  be  averred  in  general  terms.** 

57  This  is  substantially  the  form  of  the  complaint  in  Smith  v. 
Levinns,  8  N.  Y.  472. 

MWilc.  on  Mun.  C?orp.,  Part  1,  \  430;  Barker  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of 
New  York,  17  Wend.  109;  People  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  York,  7 
How.  Pr.  81;  see  Kehlenbeok  v.  Logeman,  10  Daly,  447. 

60  Green  v.  Indianapolis,  22  Ind.  192.  But  under  section  3066, 
Revised  Statutes  of  1881,  it  is  sufficient  to  recite  the  number  of  the 
section  of  the  ordinance  violated,  without  setting  it  out  City  of 
Frankfort  v.  Aughe,  114  Ind.  77;  City  of  Elkhart  v.  Calvert,  126 
id.  6;  see,  also,  City  of  Durango  v.  Reinsberg,  16  Col.  327. 

«>  Stuy vesant  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  7  Cow.  603. 


^  CHAPTEE  IX. 

FOB  MONET  HAD  AND  BECEIYED  TO  PLAINTIFF'S  USB. 

I  885.  CoBunon  form. 

Form  No.  201, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  [or  at  sundry  times  between  the day  of 

,  18. .,  and  the day  of , 

18.  .9  at  3^  the  defendant  peeeived  the  sum  of 

dollars  from  one  A.  B.^  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 

plaintiff. 

II.  That  thereafter^  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  [or  before  the  commencement  of  this  action],  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  payment  thereof  from  the  defendant. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof  [except,  etc.]. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]  * 

f  886.  Demand.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff,  in  an 
action  for  money  received  by  defendant  for  his  use,  should  make 
a  demand  before  suit,  where  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to 
have  remitted  the  money.^  No  demand  is  necessary  before  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  back  an  illegal  tax;'  so  of  moneys  col- 
lected by  sheriff.* 

iln  thofle  cases  where  demand  la  not  necessary,  the  second 
paragraph  may  be  omitted.  Where  a  demand  Is  necessary  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  interest,  the  date  of  the  demand  should 
l>e  Inserted.  Nature  of  action  for  money  had  and  received.  See 
Chapman  v.  Forbes,  123  N.  Y.  532;  Roberts  v.  Ely,  113  id.  128; 
Laflin  V.  Howe,  112  111.  253. 

»  Stacy  V.  Graham.  14  N.  Y.  492;  Howard  v.  France,  43  id.  593: 
Keyser  v.  Shafer,  2  Cow.  437;  Warden  v.  Nolan,  10  Ind.  App.  334; 
Quimby  v.  Lyon,  l83  Cal.  394;  White  Pine  County  Bank  v.  Sadler, 
19  Nev.  98. 

s  Newman  v.  Supervisors  of  Livingston  County,  45  N.  T.  fl76 

4  Nelson  v.  Kerr,  60  N.  Y.  224. 
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I  837.  Essential  averments.  The  common  allegation  that  the 
defendant  received  money  '*for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,"  is 
open  to  the  objection  on  the  ground  of  its  indefiniteness.  In 
some  cases  it  has  been  held  bad  on  demurrer.^    A  complaint 

which  avers  "  that  the  defendant  received  a  sum  of 

dollars,  belonging  to  or  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  is 
now  due  him,"  states  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion.^ Thus,  where  the  complaint  charges  that  A.,  being  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  in  a  sum  of  money,  it  was  agreed  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  that  A.  should  pay  the  same  to 
plaintiff  at  the  request  of  plaintiff,  and  thereafter  A.  paid  to  de- 
fendant said  sum  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States  and  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  plaintiff,  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff  upon  request  duly  made,  an  action  to  re- 
cover said  sum  in  gold  coin  is  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, and  defendant  is  not  charged  as  a  bailee.'' 

When  a  person  recovers  the  money  of  another,  and  applies  it 
to  his  own  use,  the  law  implies  a  promise  to  repay  it.®  Where 
one  receives  at  the  request  of  another  a  sum  for  a  third  person, 
with  directions  to  pay  the  same  over,  it  is  equivalent  to  an  ex- 
press promise  to  pay  the  same,  and  the  latter  may  maintain  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received.®  And  no  consideration 
need  be  shown.^^  Where  one  receives  the  money  of  another, 
and  has  not  the  right  conscientiously  to  retain  it,  a  privity  be- 
tween the  true  owner  and  the  receiver  will  be  implied,  as  well  as 
a  promise  to  pay  it.**  Such  implied  promiee  to  pay  is  a  fiction 
which  need  not  be  alleged.*^  The  complaint  must  plead  facts 
showing  that  the  money  justly  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.*'  And 
it  must  allege  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  money, 

5  Llenan  v.  Lincoln,  2  Duer,  670. 

e  Belts  V.  Bache,  14  Abb.  Pr.  279. 

7  Wendt  V.  Ross,  3S  Cal.  650. 

P  Dumond  v.  Carpenter,  3  .Tohns.  183. 

»  Weston  T.  Barker,  12  .Tohns.  276;  7  Am.  Dec.  319;  Themsson  v. 
MoSpedon,  2  ITllt.  1:  Delaware,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Westchester  County 
Bank,  4  Den.  97:  bnt  see  Seaman  v.  Whitney,  24  Wend.  260;  35  Am. 
Dee.  618;  Turk  v.  Ridge,  41  N.  Y.  201;  and  WlUiams  v.  Everett,  14 
Ka-st,  590,  where  distinctions  are  taken. 

lo.Tudson  V.  Gray.  17  How.  Pr.  289;  Berryv.  Mayhew,  1  Daly,  54. 

"  Caussldlere  v.  Beers,  2  Keyes,  198. 

12  Ryxble  V.  Wood.  24  N.  Y.  607;  see  Boldan  v.,  Power,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  697. 

13  Buchanan  v.  Beck,  15  Oreg.  563. 
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whicl;  constitutes  the  breach  of  the  contract,  and,  failing  to 
make  such  averment,  it  is  insufficient  as  a  complaint  for  money 
had  and  received.^^  But  a  complaint  which  alleges  a  demand 
of  payment  of  the  amount  sued  for,  and  that  "  defendant  has  re- 
fused, and  still  refuses,  to  account  for  or  pay  the  same,  or  any 
part  thereof,^*  while  subject  to  special  demurrer  for  not  definitely 
and  certainly  alleging  nonpayment  of  the  money,  does  not  so  en- 
tirely fail  to  allege  nonpayment  as  to  be  subject  to  a  general 
demurrer  for  not  stating  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.^*  A  common-law  count  for  money  had  and  received  is 
proper  in  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit  of  money  wrongfully 
obtained  from  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants,  and  which  they 
wrongfully  refused  to  pay  the  plaintiff  upon  demand.^*  A 
complaint  which  alleges  a  request  to  expend  money,  and  a 
promise  to  repay  what  should  be  expended  as  requested,  and 
a  compliance  with  the  request  is  sufficient  as  against  a  general 
•demurrer." 

S  838.  Nature  of  the  action  —  when  it  lies.  The  general  rule 
is,  that  an  action  for  money  received  lies,  whenever  money  has 
been  received  by  the  defendant,  which  ex  aequo  et  bono  belongs 
to  the  plaintiff;^®  or  which  in  equity  and  conscience  he  has  no 
right  to  retain,^®  whether  there  be  any  privity  between  the  parties 
or  not.  For  it  has  been  held  there  need  be  no  privity  of  con- 
tract bet\^'een  the  parties,  in  order  to  support  this  action,  ex- 
cept that  which  results  from  one  man's  having  another's  money, 
which  he  has  not  a  right  conscientiously  to  retain.^  In  an  au- 
thoritative case  it  has  been  decided  that  this  action  lies:  1. 
Wherever  the  defendant  has  received  money  which  he  is  bound 
in  justice  and  equity  to  refund;  2.  Wliere  an  agent  is  not  the 
mere  carrier  or  instrument  for  transmitting  the  fund,  but  has 
the  power  of  retaining  it,  and  before  he  has  paid  over  the  money, 

w  London,  etc..  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Llebes,  105  Cal.  208. 

15  Grant  v.  Sheerin,  84  Cal.  197. 

i«T)ashaway  Assoc,  v.  Rogers,  79  Cal.  211. 

17  Jaflfe  V.  Lilienthal,  86  Cal.  91.  * 

iR  Tutt  T.  Ido.  .3  Blatchf .  249. 

10  Kreutz  v.  Livingston.  15  Cal.  344. 

2f>  Mason  v.  Waite.  17  Mass.  500;  Buel  v.  Boughton.  2  Den.  91; 
Look  wood  r.  Kelsea,  41  N.  H.  185:  see,  also,  Webb  v.  Moyers,  64 
Hnn.  11:  Drake  v.  Whaley,  35  R.  C.  187;  V^alker  v.  Oonant,  65  Mich. 
194:  National  Bank  t.  Hare,  18  111.  App.  182:  White  Pine  County 
Bank  v.  Sadler,  19  Nev.  98;  Sparrow  v.  Hosack,  40  Ohio  St.  253; 
McDonald  v.  Lund.  13  Wash.  St.  412:  Seehom  v.  Hall,  130  Mo.  267; 
Dnncanson  v.  Walton,  111  Cal.  516. 
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has  received  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim^  and  a  warning  not  to 
part  with  the  fund;  3.  Where  there  exists  a  privity  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant.^ 

i  839.  The  same  —  duress  —  protest.  That  money  extorted  un- 
der duress  may  be  recovered  back  in  this  form  of  action  haa 
been  long  established.  In  such  action  the  complaint  must  state 
that  it  was  wrongfully  obtained,  and  not  state  a  mere  conclusion 
of  law;  but  the  facts  should  be  fully  detailed^  so  that  the  court 
may  see  from  the  facts  that  the  payment  w^as  compulsory.^  It 
is  not  sufficient  to  allege  compulsion  in  a  general  way.  Money 
extorted  by  duress  of  goods  may  be  recovered.^ 

Thus,  a  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  money  wrongfully 
obtained,  under  color  of  judicial  proceedings,  must  contain  such 
averments  as  will  exclude  the  idea  that  the  money  could  have 
been  lawfully  obtained.**  But  the  influence  exerted  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  requiring  stamps 
to  be  placed  on  passage  tickets  by  steamer  from  San  Francisco 
to  New  York,  does  not  constitute  the  kind  of  coercion  or  com- 
pulsion which  the  law  recognizes  as  sufficient  to  render  the  pay- 
ment therefor  involuntary.*  Generally,  to  constitute  compul- 
sion or  coercion,  so  as  to  render  a  payment  involuntary,  there- 
must  be  some  actual  or  threatened  exercise  of  power,  possessed 
or  supposed  to  be  possessed  by  the  party  exacting  or  receiving 
the  money.**  The  object  of  the  protest  is  to  take  from  the  pay- 
ment its  voluntary  character,  and  conserve  to  the  party  the  right 
t^  recover  it  back.  The  fact  that  a  party  pays  money  under 
protest  does  not  change  the  character  of  the  transaction  or  en- 
able him  to  recover  it  back,  unless  the  payment  was  under  duress 
or  coercion,  or  where  undue  advantage  was  taken  of  his  situa- 
tion.^ 

» 

21  Chry  v.  Onrtia.  3  How.  (17.  S.)  23^ 

25  Ck>mmercial  Bank  V.  Rochester.  41  Barb.  S41. 

28  Astley  T.  Reynolds.  2  Stra.  915;  Bates  v.  Johnson,  3  Johns.  Gas. 
238;  4  T.  R.  485:  Id.  561;  Chase  v.  Dwlnal,  7  Greenl.  134:  Ohase  ▼. 
Taylor.  4  Harr.  &  J.  54;  Little  v.  Gibson,  3  N.  H.  508;  Tutt  v.  Tde. 
3  Blatchf.  240:  MoMillen  v.  Richards.  9  Oal.  365;  70  Am.  Dec.  av>.. 

24  Fnnkhonser  v.  How.  17  Mo.  225;  Chandler  v.  Sanger.  114  Mass. 
364:  19  Am.  Rep.  367. 

2R  Garrison  v.  TiHinghast.  18  Cal.  404. 

26  Brnmairim  v.  THlInphast  18  Cal.  265:  79  Am.  Dec.  176:  and  see 
Adams  v.  Pchlffer,  11  Ool.  15;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  202;  Adams  v.  National 
Bank.  116  N.  Y.  606:  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  447. 

2TBnima>rlm  v.  Tilllnffhast.  1«  Cnl.  ^r^rv  70  Am.  Dec.  176:  Kansas 
A  Pac.  K.  R,  Co.  v.  Wyandotte  Co.,  16  Kan.  687. 
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Where  money  was  not  credited  on  an  account  upon  which 
judgment  by  default  was  rendered  it  may  be  recovered  back.^ 
Where  a  special  contract  remains  open,  the  remedy  is  on  the 
contract,  but  if  the  contract  has  been  put  an  end  to,  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  lies  to  recover  any  payment  that  has 
been  made  under  it.^ 

§  840.  When  it  does  not  lie  —  Toluntary  payments.  The  sim- 
ple facts  that  A.,  owing  money  to  B.,  chose  to  pay  it  to  C,  un- 
der the  impression  that  C.  was  entitled  to  control  the  services  of 
B.,  and  to  receive  all  compensation  therefor,  do  not  entitle  B. 
to  maintain  an  action  against  C.  for  money  had  and  received.*^ 
Under  a  count  for  money  had  and  received,  a  surety  can  not 
recover  of  his  principal  ior  money  paid  by  the  surety  on  account 
of  his  liability  as  such.^^  To  sustain  a  count  for  money  had 
and  received  it  must  appear  that  the  defendant  had  received 
money  due  to  the  plaintiff,  or  something  which  he  had  really 
or  presumptively  converted  into  money  before  suit  brought,  or 
which  he  had  received  as  money,  and  instead  of  it.^  Money 
Voluntarily  paid  upon  a  claim  of  right  with  full  knowledge  of 
all  the  facts,  can  not  be  recovered  back  merely  because  the  party 
at  the  time  of  payment  was  ignorant  of  or  mistook  the  law  as  to 
his  liability.^  Money  voluntarily  paid  can  not  be  recovered 
back,  even  though  it  could  not  have  been  enforced  by  law.**  So 
money  advanced  on  part  performance  of  an  agreement  can  not 
be  recovered  back.**^ 

S  841.  Statute  of  LimitatlonB.  Where  the  promise  is  laid  of 
a  day  more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 

28  Parker  v.  Danforth,  16  Mass.  806;  Richardson  v.  Maine  Ins. 
Co..  6  id.  14;  Loring  v.  Mansfield.  17  Id.  394;  Whiteomb  v.  Winiams, 
4  Plcl£.  228;  Gary  v.  Hull.  11  Johns.  441;  CSobb  v.  Ourtls.  8  Id.  470; 
Phil,  on  Bv.  (CJow.  &  H.)  832;  contra.  1  N.  H.  33;  Mitchell  v.  Sanford. 
11  Ala.  695;  Blnck  v.  Wood,  43  Barb.  315. 

28  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Canal  Co.  v.  Knapp.  9  Pet.  541. 

w  Murphy  v.  Ball,  88  Barb.  262. 

31  ChUd  V.  Eureka,  etc..  Works,  44  N.  H.  354. 

32  Hatten  v.  Robinson,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  479;  Mason  v.  Waite,  17 
Mass.  56;  Ainslie  v.  Wilson,  7  Cow.  662;  17  Am.  Dec.  532. 

33  Bromagim  v.  Tillinghast,  18  Cal.  265;  79  Am.  Dec.  176. 

84  0orkle  v.  Maxwell,  3  Blatchf.  413;  Commercial  Bank  v. 
Rochester.  42  Barb.  488;  see  Chicago  v.  Savings  Bank,  11  111.  App. 
165;  Gould  v.  McFall.  118  Penn.  St.  455;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  606;  City 
of  Camden  v.  Green,  ,54  X.  J.  L.  591;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  686. 

8B  Hansbrough  v.  Peck,  5  WaU.  (TJ.  S.)  497. 
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action,  the  complaint  is  demurrable  on  the  ground  tha4;  it  shows 
the  demand  to  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.*® 

I  842.  Same,  against  attorney  or  agent  with  demand. 

Form  No.  202, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tliat  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the 

county  of ,  state  of ,  the  defendant 

received  from  the  plaintiff,  as  the  agent  of  said  plaintiff,  the 
sum  of dollars,  to  the  use  of  the  said  plaintiff. 

II.  That  thereafter,  and  before  this  action,  the  said  plaintiff 
demanded  payment  thereof  from*  said  defendant. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  been  paid  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of.  Judgment.] 

i  843.  Liability  of  attorney  and  agent.  An  attorney  is  not 
liable  for  moneys  collected  until  after  a  demand  or  instructions 
to  rcmit.*^  But  the  right  to  a  demand  may  be  waived.  And 
where  an  attorney  set  up  a  claim  against  his  client  to  a  larger 
amount,  it  was  held  a  waiver  of  a  demand.^  Attorneys  as 
partners  are  liable,  although  it  was  paid  to  one  of  them,  and 
has  been  demanded  from  him  only.^  A  person  not  an  attorney, 
who  collects  a  note  at  the  request  of  another,  is  liable  for  the 
amount,  after  a  reasonable  time,  without  demand.*^  Money  col- 
lected by  a  subagent  may  be  recovered.*^     Or  money  paid  to 

36  Keller  v.  Hicks,  22  Cal.  457.  An  action  for  money  had  and 
received  is  not  supported  by  proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the 
defendant  certain  sums  of  money  upon  a  written  contract  for  the 
conveyance  of  land,  which  had  been  rescinded  by  the  plaintiff  on 
the  f^round  that  the  defendant  had  failed  to  deliver  a  deed  to  said 
land  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  contract.  Dlstler  v.  Dabney. 
3  Wash.  St.  200. 

37  Beardsley  v.  Root,  11  Johns.  464;  6  Am.  Dec.  380:  Stafford  v. 
Richardson,  \^  Wend.  302:  Taylor  v.  Bates,  5  Cow.  376;  Walradt 
V.  Maynard,  3  Barb.  r»81:  Anderson  v.  Hulme,  5  Mont.  205;  see 
Me  Raven  v.  Dameron,  82  Cal.  57. 

38Beard8ley  v.  Root  11  Johns.  464;  6  Am.  Dec,  386:  Stafford  v. 
Richardson,  15  Wend.  302;  Taylor  v.  Batea,  5  Cow.  376;  Wakadt  v. 
^raynard,  3  Barb.  581:  and  see  Satterlee  v.  Frazer,  2  Sandf.  141. 

39  McFarland  v.  Crary,  6  Wend.  297;  compare  Ayrault  v.  Cham- 
l>erlin.  26  Barb.  83. 

40  Hiokok  V.  Ilickok,  13  Barb.  632. 

41  Wilson  V.  Smith,  3  How.  (U.  S.)  763. 
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an  agent,  if  before  it  be  paid  to  the  principal,  notice  be  served 
upon  the  agent  that  it  will  be  reclaimed.*^ 

§  844.  Demand  essential.  A  count  in  a  complaint  in  such 
an  action  is  bad  when  it  is  not  alleged  that  demand  has  been 
made  on  defendant;  as  a  party  receiving  money  for  the  use  of 
another  is  rightfully  in  possession  till  the  same  is  demanded.** 
One  who  has  received  money,  standing  in  the  position  of  trustee, 
e.  g,y  a  collecting  agent,  is  in  general  not  liable  in  an  action  for 
money  received  until  demand  is  made  or  some  breach  of  trust 
or  duty  committed.**  As  where  a  bank  receives  money  it  can 
not  be  sued  until  after  it  has  been  drawn  for.**^  But  a  deposit 
with  a  stockholder,  or  an  alleged  wager,  may  be  sued  for  without 
a  previous  demand,  where  the  money  has  been  paid  over  before 
the  action.*® 

8  845.  Sufficient  allegations.  A  complaint  which  alleges  that 
the  defendant  was  employed  as  plaintiff's  agent  for  the  purchase 
of  stock,  that  in  settlement  between  the  seller  and  defendant, 
the  former  was  found  to  be  indebted  to  the  latter,  as  the  plain- 
tiff's agent,  in  a  certain  sum,  which  he  paid,  but  which  the  de- 
fendant refuses  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  states  a  sufficient  cause 
of  action.*^  A  complaint  against  an  agent  for  money  received, 
who  pretends  to  have  been  robbed  thereof,  may  properly  allege 
simply  that  the  defendant  being  in  possession  of  the  plaintiff's 
property  as  his  agent,  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use.** 
That  defendant,  as  such  agent,  had  collected  from  divers  per- 
sons divers  sums,  either  stating  the  aggregate  or  asking  an  ac- 
counting, is  sufficient.*^    In  an  action  by  a  corporation  to  re- 

«Wood  v.  United  States,  Dev.  65. 

«  Relna  v.  Gross,  6  Oal.  SI;  Greenfield  v.  Steamer  "  Gnnnell,"  id. 
68;  see  S  836,  ante. 

44  Walrath  v.  Thompson,  6  Hill.  540. 

40  Downs  V.  Phoenix  Bank.  6  Hill  207. 

4«Buekman  v.  Pitcher,  1  N.  Y.  302;  see  Johnson  v.  Russell,  37 
Gal.  670. 

47  Bates  V.  Oobb,  5  Bosw.  29;  see,  also,  Fletcher  v.  Oummlngs. 
33  Neb.  703;  Cohn  v.  Beckhardt,  63  Hun,  333.  Where  an  agent  has 
made  sales  for  his  principal  under  a  contract  allowing  him  com- 
missions, and  the  principal  has  collected  certain  sums  of  money  as  the 
proceeds  of  such  sales,  the  agent  can  not  recover  his  commissions 
In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  Park  v.  Mighell,  8  Wash. 
St.  787;  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  888. 

4«  Frost  V.  McOargar,  20  Barb.  617. 

49  West  V.  Brewster,  1  Duer,  647. 
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cover  funds  received  by  the  treasurer  thereof,  if  the  complaint 
shows  the  relation  of  the  parties,  and  gives  a  statement  of  the 
moneys  received  by  him,  and  that  the  defendant  is  indebted,  it 
is  sufficient.  A  demand  will  be  inferred,  and  if  none  were 
made,  defendant  should  pay  the  debt,  but  not  the  costs.*^ 

S  846.  Who  xnay  recover.  An  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived is  proper,  when  a  recovery  is  sought  of  money  which  de- 
fendant has  received  and  refused  to  pay  on  demand  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  is  entitled  to  it.*^^  Where  an  agent  or  servant  applies 
money  of  his  employer,  in  his  hands,  to  discharge  the  debt  of 
a  third  person,  the  employer  may  recover  it  from  the  payee  as 
money  received  to  his  use,  if  the  payee  received  it  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts.*^^  Either  one  of  the  several  joint  owners  of 
claims  against  a  third  person,  they  not  appearing  to  be  partners, 
may  maintain  an  action  against  an  agent  to  recover  his  share 
of  money  had  and  received  by  the  latter  from  the  debtor.*^  An 
assignee  to  recover  a  surplus  collected  by  a  creditor,  or  of  the 
assignor,  must  give  notice  of  the  assignment,  and  make  a  de- 
mand." 

§  847.  The  same  —  another  form. 

Form  No.  203. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the  day  of  ,  18. ., 

and  the  day  of ,  18. .,  the  defendant 

was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  [stating  generally  the  employ- 
ment], that  he  collected  and  received  afi  such  agent,  from  divers 
persons,  certain  sums  of  money,  for  and  on  account  of  the  plain- 
tiff, amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of dol- 
lars; no  part  of  which  has  been  paid  by  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  same 

from  the  defendant. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

00  Second  Avenue  VL  VL  Co.  v.  Ooleman,  24  Barb.  800. 
51  Stanwood  v.  Sa^.  22  Cal.  517. 
MAmidon  v.  Wheeler,  3  Hill,  137. 
M  Allen  V.  Brown,  51  Barb.  8B. 
M  Seara  v.  Patrick,  23  Wend.  628w 
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S  8A.  Noles  received.  Under  a  complaint  in  an  action 
Against  an  agent  for  money  had  and  received,  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  received  notes 
which  were  good  and  collectible,  and  by  his  transactions  he  re- 
leased the  debtor  and  deprived  his  principal  of  all  remedy  except 

against  himself  ."'^ 

» 
I  849.  For    money  received    by  defendant  through    mistake. 

Form  No.  204. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  presented  to  the  plaintiff  an  ac- 
count of  mutual  dealings  theretofore  had  between  them,  which 
said  account  set  forth  a  balance  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the. 
defendant  of  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  believing  said  account  to  be  correctly 
stated,  then  paid  said  sum  of *  dollars  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

III.  That  in  fact  said  account  was  not  correctly  stated,  but 

that  it  overcharged  the  plaintiff  with  the  sum  of 

dollars  by  an  error  in  adding  up  the  items  thereof  [or  other- 
wise, specifying  the  error]. 

IV.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  sum  of 

dollars  to  the  plaintiff,  though  requested  so  to  do. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  850.  When  the  action  lies.  Money  paid  under  a  mutual 
mistake  of  facts  may  be  recovered  back.*^  But  money  paid  by 
mistake  of  law  can  not  be  recovered  back,  there  being  no  dif- 
ference between  money  paid  in  ignorance  of  law  and  money 
paid  by  mistake  of  law.^^ 

M  Oorlies  V.  Cumminf?,  a  Cow.  183.  note;  Floyd  v.  Day,  3  Mass. 
403;  3  Am.  Dec.  171;  Beardaley  v.  Root,  11  Johns.  464;  6  Am,  Dec. 
380;  AHen  v.  Brown,  .51  Barb.  86. 

WBurr  v.  Veeder,  3  Wend.  412;  Wheadon  v.  Olds,  20  id.  174; 
Canal  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albany,  1  Hill.  287;  Bank  of  Commerce  v. 
TTnion  Bank.  3  N.  Y.  230;  Duncan  v.  Berlin,  60  id.  151;  Manchester 
V.  Burns,  45  N.  H.  482;  Lane  v.  Boom  Co.,  62  Mich.  63;  Hoist  v. 
Stewart,  161  Mass.  516;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  442;  Olmstead  v.  Dauphlny. 
104  Cal.  635. 

57  Schlesinger  v.  United  States,  1  Nott  &  H.  16;  Elliott  v.  Swait- 
wout,  10  Pet.  137. 
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• 

§  851.  Essential  averments  —  demand.  Where  money  is  paid 
by  mistake,  notice  of  the  mistake  and  demand  of  repayment 
.  before  suit  to  recover  it  back  are  not  necessary.  The  party  re- 
ceiving the  money  under  such  circumstances  is  not  a  bailee  or 
a  trustee.  But  such  a  demand  may  affect  the  question  of  in- 
terest.^ The  facts  constituting  the  mistake  must  be  alleged.*® 
A  direct  averment  of  mistake  is  unnecessary,  if  the  facts  upon 
which  it  is  founded  are  stated.®^  An  allegation  of  fraud  will 
not  support  evidence  of  mistake,  nor  vice  versa.^ 

I  852.  For  price  of  goods  sold  by  a  factor. 

Form  No.  205. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of .,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  his  jeasonable 

commissions,  agreed  with  plaintiff  to  sell  for  plaintiff  certain 
goods  [fifty  barrels  of  flour], 

II.  That  on  the day  of  '. ,  18. .,  at 

,  he  delivered  to  defendant  [fifty  barrels  of  flour], 

for  sale  upon  commission. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .    [or 

on  some  other  day  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  before  the 

day  of ,  18. .],  the  defendant  sold  the  said  mer- 
chandise for dollars. 

[IV.  That  the  commission  and  expenses  of   the   defendant 
thereon  amounted  to dollars.] 

V.  That  on  the '. .  day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  demanded  from  the  defendant  the  proceeds  of  the 
said  merchandise. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  thfe  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]*^ 

6S  Utica  Bank  v.  Van  Gieson,  l8  Johns.  485. 

«o  Finch  v.  HolUnger,  47  Iowa,  173;  Stephens  v.  Murtcm,  6  Oregr. 
193;  SchooDover  v.  Doufrherty,  65  Ind.  463;  Evarts  v.  Steger,  5 
Oreg.  147. 

60  Welles  V.  Yates,  44  X.  Y.  525;  Maher  v.  Hibemia  Ins.  Co..  67 
Id.  283. 

<(i  Stephens  v.  Mnrton,  6  Oreg.  193;  Lielghton  t.  Grant,  20  Minn. 
345. 

S2  This  form  is  drawn  on  the  presumption  that  the  factor  has  not 
accounted.  If  he  has  aopounted.  but  not  paid,  the  better  form  In 
on  an  "  account  stated."  If  he  hns  not  accoupted.  It  Is  Improbable 
that  the  plaintiff  will  know  the  precise  amount  of  his  expenses* 


537  MONEY  HAD  AND  BBCBIVED  TO  PLAINTIPP'S  USE.    §§  853,  854: 

S  853.  Essential  averments  —  demand.  In  an  action  against 
an  agent  for  an  accountings  etc.,  a  request  to  account  and  pay 
over  must  be  alleged  and  proved.®*  An  express  demand  should 
be  alleged.^  In  an  action  against  a  factor  for  the  proceeds  of 
goods  sold,  of  which  he  apprised  his  principal,  a  demand  must 
be  shown,  unless  he  had  instructions  to  remit,  or  the  usage  of 
his  business  made  it  his  duty  to  do  so  without  instructions.^ 
If  the  complaint  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  sent  on 
commission  alleges  that  defendant  sold,  but  did  not  account 
to  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  a  sale  actually  took 
place.** 

f  864.  Election  of  remedy  —  waiver  of  tort.  Under  a  com- 
plaint which  contained  a  count  for  indebtedness  from  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  for  property  sold  and  delivered,  and  money 
received  to  the  plaintiff's  use,  the  plaintiff  may  prove  a  tortious 
taking  by  the  defendant,  and  the  sale  of  the  property  by  him, 
and  the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  the  waiver  of  the  tort,  and 
sue  for  the  money  had  and  received,  or  for  the  value  of  the 
property,  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  If  the  wrongdoer 
sells  the  property,  and  receives  the  money  therefor,  an  action 
lies  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  for  money  had  and  received,  and 
such  an  action  is  a  waiver  of  the  tort.*^  In  such  an  action  it  is 
not  necessary  to  state  how,  or  under  what  circumstances,  the 
money  came  to  the  defendant's  hands.  The  receipt  of  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff's  use  is  the  fact  which  constitutes  the 
cause  of  action.** 

and  it  is  not  necessary  to  credit  him  with  them  in  the  complaint. 
N.  Y.  Oode  Oom'rs'  note.  The  third  aUegation  is  not  essential,  but 
may  prevent  any  answer  settinf?  up  his  claim. 

«  Bnshnell  v.  McCauley,  7  Oal.  421.  The  distinction,  in  respect 
to  the  necessity  of  proving  a  demand,  between  an  action  for  not 
accounting  and  an  action  for  not  pqyiDg  over,  is  discussed  in 
Oooley  V.  Betts,  24  Wend.  203. 

64  Baird  v.  TValker,  12  Barb.  296;  Halden  v.  Crafts,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
490. 

«BGooley  v.  Betts,  24  Wend.  208;  Ferris  v.  Paris,  10  Johns.  285; 
Halden  v.  Crafts,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  490. 

M  Elbonme  v.  Upjohn,  1  C.  &  P.  572. 

«  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  234,  240,  note  a;  37  Am.  Dec.  309; 
8chroeppeI  v.  Coming,  6  N.  Y.  112;  Roth  v.  Palmer.  27  Barb.  652. 

«8Scovil  V.  New,  12  How.  Pr.  326;  Allen  v.  Patterson.  7  N.  Y. 
476;  57  Am.  Dec.  542:  Harpending  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.  270; 
compare  Byxbie  v.  Wood,  24  N.  Y.  607.  Where  one  person  converts 
to  his  own  use  the  personal  property  of  another,  the  latter  may 

68 
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I  855.  Against  factor,  for  price  of  goods  sold  on  credit. 

Form  No,  206. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  aiid  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  the 

plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  to  sell  certain  goods  and  mer- 
chandise, of  the  value  of dollars,  upon  commis- 
sion^ and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defendant,  who  then  promised 
to  sell  them,  and  be  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  price 
thereof. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  as  the 

plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  the  defendant  sold  said  goods 

and  merchandise  for  the  sum  of   dollars,  on  a 

credit  of months  from  that  date,  which  credit 

expired  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

III.  That  the  commission  and  expenses  of  the  defendant 
thereon  amount  to dollars. 

IV.  That  plaintiff  further  alleges,  on  information  and  belief, 

that  the  sum  of dollars  is  the  price  of  said  goods 

and  merchandise,  after  deducting  said  charges. 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  pajrment 

of  the  said  sum  of dollars. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ^ 

8  856.  Default  of  purchaser.  It  is  unnecessary  f6r  the  plain- 
tiff to  aver  that  the  purchaser  was  in  default,  nor  is  it  necessary 
to  aver  a  demand  on  him,  though  it  might  be  otherwise  if  the 
factors  guaranteed  the  payment  of  a  price  to  be  collected  by  the 
principal.^ 

8  867.  Demand.  The  rule  is  settled  in  New  York,  that  a 
foreign  factor  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  the  proceeds  of 

waive  the  tort,  and  sue  In  assumpsit  for  the  value  thereof.  Lehmann 
V.  Schmidt.  87  Cal.  l.'^:  Chittenden  v.  Pratt.  R9  id.  178:  Evans  v. 
Miller.  58  Miss.  120;  38  Am.  Rep.  313;  Doon  v.  Raney,  40  Vt.*283. 
Thus,  if  a  pruardian  sells  persoDal  property  beloniirlng  to  his  ward, 
and  denies  the  right  of  the  ward  to  any  interest  therein  or  in  the 
proceeds,  he  Is  fjuilty  of  a  conversion,  and  the  ward  may  waive 
the  tort,  and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  the  purchase  money.  Latalllade 
V.  Orena,  01  Cfll.  5f»5;  25  Am.  St.  Reo.  219;  and  see  Tiittle  v.  Gamp* 
bell.  74  Mich.  652;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  662. 
«•  1  Pars,  on  Cont  78;  Milliken  v.  Byerly,  6  How.  Pr.  214. 
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fiales  made  by  him  for  account  of  his  principal  on  commission,^ 
until  a  demand  made  by  the  principal,  or  instructions  to  remitJ^ ' 

§  858.  Against  broker  for  proceeds  of  note  discountecL 

Form  No.  20/, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at ! 

,  the  plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  to  negotiate 

a  promissory  note,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  made  by  one 
A.  B.  [describe  the  note],  and  thereupon  he  delivered  the  same 
to  the  defendant,  who  undertook  to  negotiate  the  same  for  a 
reasonable  commission,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  over  to  the 
plaintiff. 

II.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges,  on  information  and  belief, 

that  on  the day  of ,  IB. .,  the  defendant 

procured  said  note  to  be  discounted  at  the Bank, 

and  received  as  the  pr6ceeds  thereof  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  commission  and  expenses  of  the  defendant 
thereon  amount  to 

IV.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant 

dollars,  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  said  note  after  deducting 
said  expenses  and  commission. 

V.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  859.  ITnauthorlzed  sale.  For  selling  without  authority 
stock  which  the  broker  had  purchased  for  the  plaintiff,  if  this 
fact  be  shown  in  the  complaint,  and  that  it  was  to  be  delivered 
to  him  within  a  specified  time  at  his  option,  but  that  he  sold  it 
meanwhile  against  his  express  instructions,  a  demand  and  tender 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  need  not  be  alleged.'"  The  plaintiff 
can  not  recover  in  an  action  improperly  brought  as  one  for 
money  had  and  received,  although  the  real  cause  of  action  may 
be  disclosed  by  the  answer  and  reply.''^ 

TOWaldon  v.  Crafts,  2  Abb.  Pr.  301:  Halden  v.  Crafts,  4  B.  D. 
Smith.  490:  Perrla  v.  Paris,  10  Johns.  285:  LiUle  v.  Hoyt.  5  HIU, 
395;  40  Am.  Dec.  .S60. 

n  Clark  v,  Meigs,  13  Abb.  Pr.  467. 

f^  Clark  V.  Sherman,  5  Wash.  St.  081. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

FOB  MONEY  LENT. 

I  860.  Lender  against  borrower. 

Form  No.  208, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complaiiis,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  he  lent  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request, 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  for 

dollars,  with  interest  from  the day  of , 

18.. 

S  861.  Essential  ayerments.  Every  material  fact  must  be 
alleged  with  certainty;  and  all  those  facts  which  are  neces- 
sary to  distinguish  the  transaction  in  question  from  every  other 
like  transaction  are  material.  These  details  are  often  immate- 
rial, in  the  sense  that  no  issue  can  be  made  upon  them;  yet  are 
material  as  matter  of  description.  For  instance:  if  to  the  plain- 
tiff's allegation  that  "  at  San  Francisco,  he  lent/'  the  defendant 
should  answer  that  he  never  borrowed  any  money  from  tlie 
plaintiff  at  San  Francisco,  the  answer  would  be  frivolous.  Time 
is  not  ordinarily  material,  except  the  order  of  occurrences,  and 
to  fix  the  date  when  interest  began.  When  no  time  is  fixed 
for  the  repayment  of  the  loan,  the  presumption  is  that  it  wai^  to 
be  paid  immediately.*  N^or  is  it  necessary  to  show  that  the  debt 
had  become  payable  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  as  that 
is  matter  of  defense  to  be  set  up  in  the  answer.^  But  whenevpr 
time  is  material,  as  in  the  case  of  demand  and  notice  to  charge 
an  indorser,  it  must  be  directly  and  truly  stated.* 

1  Peets  V.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  602. 

2  Smith  V.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271;  Maynard  v.  Talcott,  11  Barb. 
5fl0;  Wise  v.  Hofiran,  77  Oal.  187;  Doe  v.  Sanger,  78  Id.  151;  Kraner 
T.  HalBsy,  82  id.  210;  Cmllas  v.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  90  Id.  245;  25 
Am.  St.  Rep.  114. 

«  Oastro  V.  Wetmore,  16  Cal.  879. 
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It  has  been  held  that  an  allegation  that  the  money  was  lent 
at  the  defendant's  request  may  be  omitted.^  Although  it  is 
necessary  to  prove  a  request  in  order  to  constitute  a  loan.^  But 
in  general,  a  request  in  such  case  will  be  implied.^  Where  a 
special  request  is  necessary  to  be  averred,  the  general  allegation 
of  "  though  often  requested "  is  not  sufficient  J  The  defect, 
however,  is  cured  by  verdict.*  In  an  action  to  recover  money 
loaned,  if  the  complaint  charges  the  indebtedness,  the  manner 
in  which  it  accrued,  the  promise  to  pay,  and  the  refusal,  it  is 
sufficient.*^  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  when  the  debt  was  to 
be  repaid,  except  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  a  date  for  interest. 
The  presumption  of  law  is,  that  it  was  to  be  paid  immediately.*^ 
Kor  is  it  necessary  to  show  that  the  debt  was  due  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  If  it  was  not,  that  is  matter  of  de- 
fense, to  be  set  up  in  the  answer.**  Where  the  count,  in  an 
action  for  money  lent  and  advanced,  sets  forth  a  demand  for  a 
certain  sum,  and  the  jury  find  a  verdict  for  a  larger  sum,  it  is 
not  erroneous,  if  the  declaration  covered  the  larger  sum  in  the 
ad  damnum}^  It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  allegation  of 
nonpayment  is  necessary.*' 

In  an  action  where  the  complaint  set  out  a  draft  drawn  by 
defendants  on  a  house  in  Boston,  which  it  avers  was  drawn  with 
the  understanding  that  plaintiff  should  pay  the  same,  but  did 
not  aver  that  after  paying  the  draft,  he  canceled  it,  and  de- 
livered it  up  to  the  defendant;  it  was  held  that  the  defects  were 
fatal  in  this  form  of  action.** 

§  862.  Payments  made  on  account.  The  plaintiff  need  not 
state  payments  made  on  account,  as  this  is  matter  of  defense. 

4  Victors  V.  DavlB,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  984 

»  Brown  v.  Gamier,  6  T^unt.  389. 

«  See  Victors  v.  Davis,  1  Dowl.  &  L*.  984;  see,  also,  In  this  con- 
nection. Brown  v.  Gamier,  rt  Taunt.  389;  S.  O.,  1  Eng.  Oom.  L.  R. 
421.  where  it  was  held  that  •*  hired  "  implies  a  request. 

7  Bush  V.  Stevens.  24  Wend.  2.^>;  Whltton  v.  Whltton,  88  N.  H. 
127:  75  Am.  Dec.  163. 

«  Leffln^well  v.  VThite,  1  Johns.  Cas.  99;  1  Ame  Dec.  97. 

ft  Williams  v.  Glasjfow,  1  Nev.  ri33. 

10  Peets  V.  Bratt  fl  Barb.  662. 

11  Smith  V.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271. 

12  Mill  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  11  Wheat.  431,  at  p.  440. 

13  See  Lannlng  v.  Carpenter,  20  N.  Y.  458;  McKyrln^  v.  Bull.  16 
Id.  297;  69  Am.  Dec.  695. 

14  Lambert  v.  Slade,  3  Oal.  330. 
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But  where  the  complaint  is  verified,  there  is  a  necessity  to  do 
so;  and  in  such  case  he  should  briefly  state  what  amount  ha^ 
been  paid.^*^  As  any  payments  must  be  pleaded,  it  is  certain 
that  the  most  general  form  of  averring  nonpayment  is  sufficient. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  add  **or  any  part  thereof/'  Although 
not  necessary,  it  is  highly  proper  to  credit  the  defendant  with 
any  payments. 

I  868.  The  same  —  no  time  for  payment  agreed  on. 

Form  No.  ^op. 

[TlTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  he 

loaned  the  defendant,  for  his  accommodation,  and  at  his  re- 
quest, and  without  any  time  being  agreed  on  for  repayment, 
the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  he  has  demanded  payment  of  the  same,  but  the  de- 
fendant has  not  paid  said  sum  of dollars,  nor  any 

part  thereof. 

I  864.  By  aesignee  of  lender  against  borrower. 

Form  No,  2io. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

[TiTLH.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  A.  B.,  in  the 

sura  of dollars,  on  an  account  for  money  lent  by 

said  A.  B.  to  the  defendant. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  assigned  said  indebtedness  to  the 

plaintiff,  of  which  assignment  defendant  had  due  notice. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]" 

IB  Van  Demark  t.  Van  Demark,  13  How.  Pr.  372;  Gflea  y.  Bets, 
15  Abb.  Pr.  285. 

leThis  form  of  complaint  should  only  be  employed  lo  cases 
where  the  items  of  the  claim  are  embraced  In  an  account.  Allen 
V.  Patterson,  7  N.  T.  476;  57  Am.  Dec.  542.  For  authorities  In 
support  of  the  above  form,  consult  Freeborn  v.  Glazier,  10  Cal.  337: 
De  Witt  V.  Porter,  13  id.  171;  Beekman  v.  Platner.  15  Barb.  550; 
Second  Avenue  R.  R.  C5o.  v.  Colemnn.  24  id.  .300.  Wb"ro  th<» 
action  is  not  on  an  account,  this  complaint  may  be  obnoxious  to  a 
motion  to  make  tt  more  definite  and  certain,  if  defendant  ia  pre-^ 
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f  865.  Partners  lenders,  against  partners  borrowers. 

Form  No.  21  J, 

[Title.] 
A.  B.  and  C.  D.^  the  plaintiffs,  complain  of  E.  F.  and  O.  H.^ 
the  defendants,  and  allege: 

I.  [Allege  partnership  as  in  form  104.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs  loaned  to  the  defendants  at  their 

request  the  sum  of  [five  hundred]  dollars,  on  condition  that  it 
should  be  repaid  on  demand,  with  interest  from  that  date,  at 
per  cent,  per  month. 

III.  That  plaintiffs  have  demanded  payment  thereof. 

IV.  That  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  have  not  paid  said 
sum,  and  the  interest,  or  any  part  thereof. 

Second.  And  for  a  second  cause  of  action,  the  said  plaintiffs 
allege: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  special  instance  and  request 

of  the  said  defendants,  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  for  the 
said  defendants,  and  to  and  for  their  use  and  benefit,  the  sum 
of  [five  hundred]  dollars;  in  consideration  whereof,  the  said 
defendants  promised  the  said  plaintiffs  to  pay  unto  the  said 
plaintiffs  the  sum  of  [five  hundred]  dollars  on  demand,  together 
with  interest  thereon. 

n.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs  demanded  payment  thereof. 

V.  That  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  have  not  paid  the 
same,  the  interest  or  any  part  thereof;  except^  etc.  [State 
briefly  the  total  payments.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

Money  advanced,  either  as  a  loan  or  on  joint  account,  to  be 
used  for  gambling  purposes,  if  so  used,  can  not  be  recovered 
back." 

Judlced  by  Its  want  of  ivarticularity.  Bno  v.  Woodward,  4  N.  Y. 
249:  53  Am.  Dec.  370;  see,  also,  Wood  v.  Anthony,  9  How.  Pr.  78; 
Obeeebrongh  v.  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Oo.,  13  id.  567;  Hall  v. 
Sonthmayd,  15  Barb.  32.  But  not  neceaaarily  so.  Adams  v.  Holley, 
12  How.  Pr.  326. 

n  ghaffner  v.  Plnchback,  30  111.  355;  Tyler  v.  OarlJsle,  79  Me.  210; 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  301;  Watij^h  v.  Beck.  114  Penn.  St.  422;  00  Am.  Rep. 
354;  and  see  Raymond  v.  Leavltt,  46  Mich.  447;  41  Am.  Rep.  170; 
Miles  V.  Andrews,  40  111.  App.  155.  Money  advanced  as  margins 
can  not  be  recovered  back.    Dows  v.  Glaspel,  4  N.  Dak.  251. 
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FOB  MONEY  PAID. 

f  866.  For  money  paid  to  a  third  party  at  def  anda&t'a  rvquMit. 

FofTn  No.  212. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

^ ,  at  the  request  of  defendant^  plaintiff  paid  to  one 

A.  B dollars. 

II.  That  in  considTeration  thereof,  defendant  promised  to  pay 
the  same  to  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  tne 

plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  same  from  the  defendant, 
but  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  867.  Action  for,  when  it  lies.  In  this  action,  there  may  be 
a  recovery  of  money  which  an  acceptor  has  paid  for  the  drawer,* 
or  which  a  surety  has  been  obliged  to  pay  for  his  principal.^ 
In  general,  it  lies  upon  an  implied  engagement  by  the  defendant 
to  repay.*  But  the  objection  that  there  was  a  special  agreement 
can  not  defeat  the  action  for  money  paid,  when  the  written 
contract  produced  contained  nothing  more  than  what  the  law 
would  imply.'*  Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  omitted  to 
i^tate  the  amount  of  money  advanced  and  sought  to  be  recovered, 
the  defect  is  not  cured  by  a  bill  of  sale  filed  with  a  petition, 
though  it  contains  a  statement  of  the  amount  advanced.*^    In 

1  Whitwell  V.  Brlgham,  19  Pick.  121. 

2  Ward  V.  Henry,  5  OaUn.  .598;  13  Am.  Dec.  119. 

3  Griasen  v.  Robinson,  32  Eng.  O.  L.  15;  and  see  San  Gabriel,  etc.. 
Co.  V.  Witmer,  96  Cal.  623;  Perln  v.  Parker,  25  111.  App.  465;  126 
111.  201;  9  Am.  St.  Ilep.  .571;  Norton  v.  Colj?rove.  41  Mich.  544  It 
has  been  said  that  In  order  to  maintain  an  action  tov  money  paid, 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  an  actual  payment  upon  request  of  the 
defendant,  or  a  payment  with  the  defendant*s  subsequent  assent 
and  approval.    Fowler  v.  Hall.  7  111.  App.  332. 

4  Gibbs  V.  Bryant,  1  Pick.  118. 

6  Allen  V.  Shortridge,  1  Duval  (Ky.),  34. 
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an  action  to  recover  back  money  received  by  the  defendant  from 
the  plaintiff,  words  in  the  complaint  charging  fraud  may  be 
regarded  as  a  matter  of  inducement.  The  fraud  need  not  be 
proved.^  Money  fraudulently  received  from  a  bailk  may  be 
sued  for  before  the  note  given  to  the  bank  becomes  dueJ  Or 
money  received  on  a  prize  drawn  by  fraudident  means  in  a  lot- 
tery.^ Where  a  third  person  receives  money  due  from  a  debtor 
to  his  creditor,  and  does  not  pay  it  over  to  the  creditor,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  creditor  brings  an  action  against  the 
debtor  and  recovers  his  demand,  the  debtor  may  sue  such  third 
person  to  recover  back  the  former  payment.® 

S  868.  Essential  allegations  —  demand  —  promise.  No  de- 
mand is  necessary.  It  is  inserted  here  only  as  an  example  of 
the  mode  of  alleging  demand  when  it  is  desired  to  fix  a  date  for 
the  commencement  of  interest.  An  allegation  of  promise  is  not 
absolutely  necessary,  as  the  law  will  imply  a  promise;  but  as  an 
express  promise  is  almost  always  made  in  such  cases,  it  is  better 
to  state  it.  If  no  express  promise  is  made,  none  should  be 
pleaded.^®  The  Statute  of  Frauds  prescribes  that  "  every  special 
promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  an- 
other," is  void  if  not  in  writing.  But  it  need  not  be  alleged  in 
the  complaint  that  the  promise  was  "  in  writing."  Money  paid 
upon  a  contract  which  is  invalid  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
can  not  be  recovered  back  so  long  as  the  other  party  is  ready  and 
willing  to  perform  on  his  part.^* 

«  Harpending  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.  270. 

7  Gibson  y.  Stevens,  3  McLean,  551. 

8  Gates  V.  Phalen,  2  How.  (U.  S.)  376. 
»  Priest  V.  Price,  3  Keyes,  222. 

10  See  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227;  see,  also.  Berry  v. 
Femandes,  1  Bin?.  338.  A  complaint  statin?  the  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  special  Instance  and  request 
of  the  defendant  for  which  money  so  paid  the  defendant  is  In- 
debted to  him,  and  has  refused  to  pay  the  money,  or  any  part  of 
it,  is  snfadent,  without  averring  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to 
repay  the  money,  since  the  law  implies  such  a  promise.  Kraner 
T.  Halsey,  82  Cal.  209.  See,  further,  as  to  sufficiency  of  complaint 
in  such  action,  Rodgers  v.  Wittenmyer,  8S  Cal.  553;  Hurlbutt  v. 
Saw  Co..  93  id.  55;  Moulton  v.  Loux,  52  id.  81;  Jaffe  v.  Lillenthal, 
86  id.  91. 

11  Aliis  V.  Read,  45  N.  Y.  142. 

Vol.  1—69 
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I  860.  By  one  having  jMiid  debt  of  another,  to  be  repaid  on 
demand. 

Farm  No.  213. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  he  paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendant,  at  his  request^ 

and  on  condition  that  the  same  should  be  repaid  on  demand,  the 

sum  of dollars,  to  one  A.  B.,  for  one  quarter's 

rent  of  the  house  then  occupied  by  the  defendant  [or  state  the 
character  of  the  debt]. 

[II.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,. 

18. .,  at ,  demanded  payment  of  the  same  from 

the  defendant.] 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  870.  Essential  allegations  —  demand  —  request.  The  allega- 
tion of  demand  is  not  in  general  necessary,  except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fixing  the  time  for  interest  thereon.  An  averment 
of  request  is  necessary  in  a  complaint  for  money  paid.^^  But 
it  may  be  either  express  or  implied;  and  if  implied,  the  facta 
raising  it  must  be  alleged.^' 

S  871.  The  same  — to  be  repaid  on  a  specified  day. 

Farm  No.  J14. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  he  paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendant,  and  at  his 

request,  the  sum  of dollars,  to  one  A.  B.,  the 

amount  of  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant. 

II.  That  defendant  promised  to  repay  said  sum,  with  interest,, 
to  this  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  872.  Liability  to  repay,  bow  created.  The  defendants  1^^ 
liability  to  pay  the  debt  which  the  plaintiff  has  paid  is  an  essen- 
tial fact  in  an  action  to  recover  the  money  paid,  unless  there  be 

12  2  Orpppl.  Ev.  ftS:  and  see  Curtis  v.  Parks,  65  Cal.  108. 
18  Dnrnford  t.  Messiter,  6  Man.  ft  S.  448. 
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an  express  promise  by  defendant  to  repay  the  plaintiff.**  But  a 
party  who  pays  an  illegal  claim,  without  duress  of  person  oi  of 
goods,  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  although  he  makes 
such  payment  under  protest,  can  not  maintain  an  action  to 
recover  back  the  money  so  paid.**^ 

I  878.  For  repayment  of  money  paid  on  a  reversed  Judgment* 

Form  No.  215, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18. ., 

judgment  was  rendered  against  this  plaintiff  in  the  Superior 

Court,  county  of ,  state  of  California,  in  an  action 

wherein  the  defendant  was  plaintiff,  and  this  plaintiff  was  de- 
fendant, for  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of 

dollars,  in  satisfaction  thereof. 

III.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  by  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of 
California,  said  first-mentioned  judgment  was  reversed;  but  that 
no  part  of  the  said  sum  paid  in  satisfaction  thereof  has  been 
repaid  to  this  plaintiff. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

S  874.  Essential  allegations  —  when  action  lies.  Money  paid 
on  a  reversed  or  suspended  judgment  may  be  recovered  back.** 
In  such  action  it  must  be  shown  that  the  judgment  was  reversed; 
it  can  not  be  stated  as  erroneous.*''    The  award  of  a  venire  de 

M  2  Greenl.  Ev.  103,  %  114,  note;  San  Gabriel,  etc.,  Oo.  v.  Wltmer, 
96  Oal.  623.  Action  by  surety  on  a  promissory  note  against  his 
principal  for  reimbursement.    See  Clanton  v.  Ooward,  67  Oal.  373. 

i«  Flower  v.  Lance,  59  N.  Y.  603;  and  see  McDermott  v.  Mitchell, 
63  Cal.  616.  If  a  man  pays  money  in  satisfaction  of  a  claim,  in 
order  to  recover  it  back  he  must  allege  facts  Justifying  such  re- 
covery, and,  if  the  facts  are  denied,  hd  must  prove  them.  If  he 
relies  upon  deception  and  fraud,  he  must  allege  them.  If  he  alleges 
simply  that  he  paid  a  sum  of  money,  and  asks  that  he  may  recover 
It  back,  without  showing  any  good  reason  in  law  why  It  should  be 
returned  to  him,  he  states  no  cause  of  action.  Adams  v.  Smith, 
19  Nev.  259. 

!•  Raun  V.  Beynolds,  18  Oal.  276. 

17  Bank  of  Washington  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  4  Cranch  O.  C. 
86;  compare  McDaniel  v.  Riggs,  3  id.  167;  Bank  of  Washington .  v. 
Neale,  4  id.  627;  White  v.  Ward,  9  Johns.  232;  Roth  v.  Schloss,  6 
Barb.  308. 
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novo,  to  be  issued  by  the  court  below,  and  an  order  that  the 
costs  of  reversal  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  are  no  bar  to  the 
action  to  recover  back  the  money  paid.^^  An  action  lies  to  re- 
cover back  money  paid  under  the  award  of  a  public  officer,  when 
such  award  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  imposition,  and  where 
the  payment  was  made  before  discovering  the  fraud.  ^^ 

§  875.  By  bioker,  for  money  advanced  on  account  of  his  prin- 
cipal. 

Form  No.  2i6. 

t 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges; 

I.  That  the  plaintiffs  are  partners,  doing  business  in  the  city 
of as  brokers,  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  &  Co. 

II.  That,  as  brokers,  on  or  about  the day  of , 

18. .,  they  purchased  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant,  and 
at  his  request,  the  following  goods,  wares  and  merchandise 
[designate  them],  under  an  agreement  that  said  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  were  to  be  paid  for  by  the  defendant  at  the 

expiration  of days  from  the  day  of  purchase,  with 

the  right  to  the  defendant  to  pay  for  said  goods,  wares,  etc., 
at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  said days. 

III.  That  it  is  the  custom  of  brokers  in  such  cases  to  pur- 
chase the  goods  in  their  own  names,  without  disclosing  the  name 
of  their  principal,  and  in  case  of  the  failure  of  the  principal 
to  pay  for  the  same,  to  resell  the  goods  on  account  of  the 
principal. 

IV.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  plaintiffs  offered  to  deliver  said  goods,  wares,  and 

merchandise  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him  payment 
for  the  same. 

V.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

the  defendant  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  account  of  the  said 
purchase  of  goods,  wares,  etc., dollars. 

VI.  That  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  days,  the 

defendant  failed  to  pay  the  balance  due  for  said  goods,  and 
the  plaintiffs  paid  for  the  same,  and  to  reimburse  themselves, 

afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  sold 

the  same  on  his  account,  at  [state  the  price].  And  that  there 
is  now  due  and  unpaid  from  the  defendant,  to  the  plaintiff, 

18  Rttirjres  v.  AUIa,  10  Wend.  355, 

i«  Michigan  v.  Phoenix  Bank.  33  N.  Y.  9;  Modifying  S.  O..  7  Bosw. 
20. 
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on  account  thereof,  the  sum  of dollars,  and  interest 

thereon  from  the  date  last  aforesaid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  876.  Emential  allegations  —  custom  —  demand.  It  is  well 
to  set  forth  the  custom  of  brokers  in  such  transactions.^  A 
custom  of  insurance  brokers  to  take  dividends  declared  by 
mutual  companies  in  lieu  of  all  other  compensation,  is  ^^ad.^^ 
The  plaintiff  must  aver  that  he  demanded  payment  of  the  price, 
*and  offered  to  deliver  the  goods.^ 

S  877.  For  repayment  of  deposit  on  purchase  of  real  estate. 

Form  No.  217. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  their  contract  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed by  them,  whereby  it  was  mutually  agreed  that  the  said 
defendant  should  sell  to  this  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  should 
buy  from  the  defendant,  certain  real  estate  [describe  it],  for  the 

sum  of dollars,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff;  that 

the  defendant  should  make  a  good  title  to  the  said  premises,  and 

deliver  a  deed  thereof  on  the day  of , 

18. .;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  thereupon  pay  to  the  said 
defendants  the  said  purchase  money. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  as  a  security,  as  well  for  the  perform- 
ance of  said  agreement  on  his  part,  as  to  secure  a  performance 
thereof  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  then  and  there  deposited 

in  the  hands  of  said  defendant  the  sum  of dollars, 

as  part  of  said  purchase  money,  to  be  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
defendant,  and  to  be  retained  by  him  on  account  of  the  purchase 
money,  if  the  plaintiff  should  complete  his  purchase  and  receive 
the  deed;  but  to  be  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and 

»  Whitehouse  v.  Moore,  13  Abb.  Pr.  142. 

21  Minnesota  O.  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Morgan,  52  Barb.  217. 

23  Merwin  v.  Hamilton,  0  Duer,  244.  A  complaint  alleging  that 
the  plaintiff,  as  a  commission  broker,  advanced  a  specified  sum  of 
money  for  the  defendants,  at  their  Instance  and  request,  In  the 
purchase  of  produce,  and  that  the  defendants  promised  to  pay 
the  same  to  the  plalntlflP,  but  although  often  requested  so  to  do, 
neglected  and  still  neglects  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  Is 
neither  uncertain  nor  ambiguous,  and  sets  forth  all  that  Is  required. 
Rogers  v.  Duff.  97  Cal.  00.  Complaint  in  action  for  money  over- 
paid to  agent.    See  Sommer  v.  Smith,  90  Cal.  260. 
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to  be  returned  to  hini^  if  the  defendant  should  fail  to  fulfill 
liis  agreement^  to  give  a  deed  at  the  time  and  pursuant  to  the 
agreement. 

III.  That  he  has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  do  and 
perform  everything  in  the  agreement  contained  on  his  part^  and 

on  the  said day  of >  18  - . ,  was  ready  and 

willing,  and  offered  to  the  defendant  to  accept  the  deed  of  the 
prenMses  pursuant  to  the  agreement,  and  to  pay  to  him  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money  due  therefor. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  did  not  on  the  said day  of 

18. .,  nor  at  any  time  since,  give  him  a  deed  of 

the  premises  pursuant  to  the  agreement,  but  refused  to  do  so. 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he  de- 
manded of  the  defendant  payment  of  the  sum  of 

dollars,  deposited  with  him  as  aforesaid. 

YI.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  878.  When  action  lies.  Upon  failure  of  the  vendor  to  be 
ready  with  the  deed,  and  convey  a  good  title  on  the  day  agreed, 
the  vendee  may  rescind  the  contract,  and  recover  back  the  de- 
posit;^ and  a  demand  of  the  deposit  is  a  rescission.^  And  if 
on  demand  the  vendor  positively  refuses,  no  further  demand  is 
necessary.*  But  if  by  the  laches  of  the  vendee  the  remedy  at 
law  is  barred,  and  the  right  to  a  specific  performance  is  forfeited, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  of  what  has  been  paid  on  the  contract.*^ 
Thus,  upon  a  sale  by  auction,  if  the  vendor  fails  to  complete  the 
contract^  the  deposit  may  be  recovered  from  the  auctioneer  as 
stakeholder;^  and  if  he  fails  to  disclose  his  principal,  he  is 

28  Judson  V.  WttBS.  11  Johns.  525:  (5  Am.  Dec.  392;  Suf?d.  on  Vendors, 
359;  Van  Benthuysen  v.  Crapser,  8  Johns.  257;  Dominick  v.  Sayre,  3 
Sandf .  555.  An  action  to  recover  back  piurchafie  money  paid  under  an 
executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  based  upon  the  theory 
that  the  contract  has  ceased  to  exist,  and  that  the  money  paid 
may  be  reeovered  for  the  use  of  the  person  who  paid  it.  Joyce 
V.  Shafer,  97  Oal.  335. 

a*  Id.  Whether  or  not  there  was  a  rescission  of  a  contract  of  pur- 
cha.<!e  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  is  the  ultimate  and  fundamental 
fact  in  an  action  to  recover  back  the  purchase  money  paid.  Merrill 
V.  Merrill.  102  Cal.  317. 

25  Blood  V.  Goodrich,  0  Wend.  68;  24  Am.  Dec.  121;  Drew  v- 
Pedlnr.  87  Cal.  443:  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  257. 

2ft  Finch  V.  Parker,  49  N.  Y.  1. 

27  Lee  T.  Munn,  1  Moore,  481;  Curling  v.  Shuttleworth,  6  BIng.  121. 
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liable  for  damages  as  well.^  But  where  a  party  makes  a  pur- 
chase from  an  innocent  agents  who  afterwards  parts  with  the 
money  of  his  principal^  and  it  afterwards  transpires  that  such 
purchase  avails  the  purchaser  nothing,  no  right  of  legal  com- 
plaint lies  against  the  agent.^  So,  also,  where  a  purchaser  at 
a  sale  under  a  decree  in  foreclosure  suit,  which  decree  was  void 
because  grantee  of  the  mortgagor' was  not  made  a  party,  an  action 
will  not  he  to  recover  back  the  money  paid  them  on  his  bid.*^ 
But  where  plaintiff  bought  a  lot  and  paid  taxes  thereon,  and 
afterwards  discovered  that  the  defendant  had  previously  sold  it, 
and  the  defendant  knew  of  this  former  conveyance,  and  that  the 
money  was  fraudulently  obtained,  the  procurement  by  defendant 
of  a  full  title  to  the  lot  will  not  bar  the  plaintiff's  recovery  of 
the  purchase  money  and  interest.'*  And  where  the  sale  of  a 
city's  property  was  without  authority,  the  plaintiff  is  not  required 
to  surrender  the  property  before  bringing  an  action  for  re- 
covery back  of  the  purchase  money .'^  He  is  not  required  tx) 
transfer  either  the  property  or  the  possession  to  the  corporation 
hefore  the  commencement  of  the  action.** 

S  879.  Essential  avennents  —  demand  —  offer  to  perform.     To 

recover  back  purchase  money  on  the  ground  of  a  breach  of 
covenant,  the  complaint  must  allege  a  breach  of  covenant.**  It 
is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  aver  his  readiness  and  willing- 
ness to  fulfill  at  the  time  and  place  agreed.*'  But  the  purchaser 
is  not  bound  to  make  an  absolute  tender  of  performance;  a  con- 
ditional offer  to  perform  is  sufficient.**  An  offer  to  perform 
is  necessary;  mere  readiness  is  not  sufficient.*''    The  bringing 

28  Hanson  v.  Robardeau,  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  163;  Kent's  Oom.  630, 
fS31;  Manrl  y.  HefTeman,  IS  Johns.  68;  Bank  of  Rochester  y. 
Monteath,  1  Den.  402;  43  Am.  Dec.  681;  Mills  y.  Hunt,  20  Wend. 
431. 

2»  EngelB  V.  Heatly,  5  CJal.  135. 

soBoggs  v.  Hargrave,  16  Cal.  559. 

31  Alvarez  v.  Brannan,  7  Oal.  503:  68  Am.  Dec.  274. 

32  MoOracken  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Oal.  591. 

33  Herzo  v.  San  Francisco,  33  Cal.  134. 
34Wnils  V.  Primm,  21  Tex.  380. 

s^  Porter  v.  Rose,  12  .Tahne.  209;  7  Am.  Dec.  306. 

3B  Robb  V.  Montgomery,  20  Johns.  15;  West  y.  Emmons,  5  Id.  179; 
T*opplng  V.  Root,  .^  Cow.  404;  Rawson  v.  Johnson,  1  East,  203; 
Bellinger  v.  Kltts,  6  Barb.  273. 

87  Lester  v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453:  Williams  v.  Healey,  3  Den.  868; 
Johnson  v.  Wygant,  11  Wend.  48. 
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of  the  action  is  not^  however^  a  sufficient  demand.  A  con- 
veyance should  be  demanded  and  refused^  and  a  reasonable  time 
allowed  for  its  execution.*^  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  purchaser 
to  offer  to  perform  on  his  part,  or  to  show  that  at  the  time 
performance  was  due  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  he  could  not 
furnish  a  good  title  to  the  land.^®  And  the  purchaser  can 
maintain  no  action  upon  a  contract  of  sale  which  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  rjBScind,  without  full  performance  on  his  part  prior 
to  the  default  of  the  vendor,  and  not  having  alleged  or  proved 
such  performance,  he  can  not  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
purchase  money  paid  in  part  performance  of  his  contract,  while 
it  is  still  in  existence,  and  uncompleted.*^  But  when  a  contract 
of  sale  and  purchase  of  land  is  abandoned  or  rescinded  by  the 
parties,  the  purchaser,  though  in  default,  may  recover  back 
installments  paid  upon  the  purchase  money,  less  the  actual 
damage  to  the  vendor  occasioned  by  his  breach  of  contract.*^ 
And  it  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  the  purchaser  to 
recover,  that  the  complaint  should  state  that  the  plaintiff  was 
ready,  able,  and  willing  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  no  evidence  need  be  introduced  at  the  trial  to  prove  that 
fact.** 

§  880.  Interest,  when  allowed.  The  plaintiff  may  recover  in- 
terest on  the  deposit  money  recovered,  from  the  time  of  de- 
mand;** and  on  money  in  his  hands  l3ring  idle,  ready  to  com- 
plete the  contract.** 

88  Puller  V.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  13;  16  Am.  Dec.  423:  Hackett  v. 
Huson,  3  Wend.  249;  Foote  v.  West,  1  Denu  544;  Lutweller  v. 
Lilnnell,  12  Barb.  512.  To  the  contrary  are,  Drljiriins  v.  Dwlght.  17 
Wend.  71;  31  Am.  Dec.  283;  Plynn  v.  McKeon,  6  Duer.  203. 

»  Joyce  V.  Shaf er,  97  Cal.  335. 

^OBaston  v.  Montgomery,  90  Cal.  307;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  123: 
Townsend  v.  Tufts,  96  Oal.  257;  29  Am.  St  Rep.  107. 

«Cleary  v.  Folger,  84  Ctel.  316;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  187:  Drew  v. 
PedUr,  87  Cal.  443;  22  Am.  St  Rep.  257;  Bradford  v.  ParkhnrBt. 
96  Cal.  102;  31  Am.  St  Rep.  189;  Phelpe  v.  Brown,  95  Oal.  572; 
Shively  v.  Water  Co.,  99  Id.  259. 

42  Merrill  v.  Merrill,  102  Cal.  317;  and  see  Ohatfleld  v.  WilliamB, 
85  id.  518. 

«  Farquhar  v.  Farley,  7  Taunt  592. 

*4  Sherry  v.  Oke,  8  Dowl.  Pr.  O.  S^'^. 
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S  881.  To  recover  tMick  a  wager. 

Farm  No.  2i8, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  allegeB: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18.. ^  at 

y  the  plaintiff  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendant^ as  stakeholder^   dollars,  which  was  to 

abide  the  event  of  a  wager  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  one 
A.  B.,  on  the  result  of  [here  state  what,  aa  election,  race,  or 
otherwise  J. 

II.  That  such  wager  was  in  violation  of  the  statute  entitled 

"  An  act,^'  etc.  [title  of  act],  passed ,  and  the  acts 

amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto. 

III.  That  no  decision  has  as  yet  been  rendered  upon  said 
election  [race  or  otherwise] ;  and  that  the  defendant  still  retains 
said  money  as  stakeholder. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  demanded  the  return  of  said  money  of  the  defendant. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  returned  or  paid  back  the 
same.** 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  888.  When  action  lies.  At  common  law,  a  wager  made  in 
respect  to  matters  not  affecting  the  feelings,  interest  or  character 
of  third  persons,  or  the  public  peace,  or  good  morals,  or  public 
policy,  is  valid,  and  can  be  enforced.  In  many  of  the  states 
statutes  have  been  passed  for  the  discouragement  of  gaming, 
which  give  a  right  of  action  for  money  lost  at  play  or  on  a 
wager.  In  California,  where  an  illegal  wager  is  made,  the 
parties  to  it  may,  before  the  wager  is  decided,  recover  their 
stakes  from  each  other,  or  from  the  stakeholder.  But  after  the 
money  has  been  lost  or  won,  and  the  result  generally  known, 
neither  party  can  recover  from  each  other,  nor  from  the  stake- 
holder, if  he  has  paid  over  the  money.  In  such  state,  bettin<T 
on  a  horse-race  is  ap:ainst  public  policy,  and  included  within 
the  foregoing  rule.*®  There  seems  to  be  no  satisfactory  reason 
for  the  distinction,  as  made  by  the  English  cases,  between  ac- 
*  tions  directly  between  the  parties  to  the  wager  and  actions  be- 
tween the  loser  of  a  bet  and  the  stakeholder,  if  one  has  boon 

48  For  another  form,  consult  O'Maley  v.  Reese.  6  Barb.  658:  Betts 
T.  Baehe,  14  Abb.  Pr.  279. 

4«  Johnson  v.  Russell.  .37  Cal.  672;  Hill  v.  Kidd,  43  Id.  615;  Grldley 
V.  Dom,  57  id.  78;  40  Am.  Rep.  110. 
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employed.^''^  But  where  an  act  makes  wagers  oa  horse-races  and 
the  holding  of  stakes  criminal  offenses,  one  who  has  deposited 
money  with  a  stakeholder  can  not  recover  it,  although  the  race 
ha£  not  come  off.*® 

In  Kansas,  money  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder,  on 
an  illegal  bet  on  elections,  may  be  recovered  by  the  depositor, 
on  demand,  at  any  time  before  it  is  paid  over  to  the  winning 
party.*^  In  Michigan,  money  lost  at  play  or  on  a  horse-race 
may  be  recovered  as  money  had  and  received.*^ 

I  883.  Essential  allegations  —  demand.  An  action  to  recover 
back  money  lost  at  play  .  is  not  an  action  for  a  penalty  or  for- 
feiture.'** The  complaint  in  such  action,  if  founded  on  statute, 
must  be  special,  setting  out  the  facts,  and  bringing  the  plaintiff 
within  the  statute  by  force  of  which  he  claims  to  recover.'**  The 
complaint  is  obnoxious  to  a  motion  that  it  be  made  more  definite 
and  certain,  unless  it  states  the  facts  necessary  to  show  clearly 
under  which  section  of  the  statute  the  action  is  brought.**  As 
the  remedy  in  such  action  is  given  by  statute,  the  plaintiff  must 
by  his  complaint  bring  himself  within  its  provisions.**  The 
count  in  a  complaint  stating  that,  on  a  day  named,  the  defend- 
ant received  a  specified  sum  belonging  to  or  on  account  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  which  is  now  due,  being  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  designating  it,  is  not  demurrable  for  not  stating 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.**  An  action 
against  a  stakeholder,  to  recover  money  deposited  on  an  illegal 
wager,  may  be  maintained  without  previous  demand,  when  the 
money  has  been  paid  over  before  the  action.**    In  such  an  action 

47  .Johnson  v.  Russell,  37  Cal.  670. 

48  Sutphin  V.  Crozler,  32  N.  J.  L.  462;  see  Bybee  v.  Burbank.  2 
Orep.  2S5. 

40  Reynolds  v.  MoKInney,  4  Kan.  94;  80  Am.  Dec.  602;  Jennlnics 
Y.  Reynolds,  4  Kan.  110. 

ro  Grant  v.  Hamilton.  3  McLean.  100.  An  action  against  the 
owners  of  a  faro-bank  may  be  maintained  by  a  plaJntiff  for  the 
rc^f'overy  of  money  lost  thereat  by  one  who  held  the  same  in  trust 
for  the  plaintiff.    Pieraon  v.  Fnhrmann.  1  Col.  App.  187. 

«  Arrieta  v.  Morrissey.  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  R.)  439;  but  see  Cooper  t. 
Rowley,  29  Ohio  St.  ,547. 

R2 15  Johna  5;  Moran  v.  Morrissey.  18  Abb.  Pr.  131. 

53  Arrieta  v.  Morrissey,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  439. 

M  Lansrworthy  v.  Broomley,  29  How.  Pr.  92. 

w  Betts  V.  Bache.  0  Boaw.  614. 

w  Ruckman  v.  Pitcher.  1  N.  Y.  392. 
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interest  is  recoverable  from  tlie  time  of  demand^  e.  g.,  from  the 
commencement  of  the  action.*^  In  New  York,  in  an  action  to 
recover  money  lost  at  play,  since  the  statute  gives  the  action 
only  for  losses  exceeding  twenty-five  dollars  at  one  sitting,  and 
requires  it  to  be  brought  within  three  months  after  payment,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  specify  in  his 
complaint  the  amount  lost  at  each  sitting,  and  the  time  of  pay- 
ment. It  is  not  sufficient  that  these  facts  might  be  called  forth 
by  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars.*® 

§  884.  By  landlord,  against  tenant,  for  ropayment  of  tax. 

Form  No.  2iQ. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  entered  into  an 

agreement,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [set  forth  lease  or 
agreement]. 

II.  That  there  jivas  duly  levied  and  assessed  upon  said  premises 
for  the  year  18..,  and  while  the  covenants  of  the  aforesaid 
agreement  were  in  full  force,  and  the  defendant  in  possession 

of  the  premises  by  virtue  thereof,  a  tax  of dollars, 

which  the  defendant  neglected  to  pay. 

III.  That  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiff  was,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  compelled  to  pay  the  said  sum  of 

dollars,  with dollars  arrearages  of 

interest,  and per  cent.,  amounting  in  the  whole 

io dollars. 

IV.  That  defendant  has  repaid  no  part  thereof  to  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  885.  Demand.  The  lessor's  right  of  action  is  perfect  with- 
•out  a  previous  demand  of  the  tenant.*^^ 

I  886.  Illegal  taxes.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  illegal 
taxes,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  aver  that  the  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty is  "  unjust,  disproportioned,  and  unequal."  The  complaint 
must  state  specifically  wherein  it  is  so.^    An  action  can  not  be 

57Riiokman  v.  Pitcher,  20  N.  Y.  9;  13  Barb.  5f>6. 

w*  Arrleta  v.  Morrlssey.  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  430. 

R»  Gamer  v.  Hannah,  6  Duer.  262. 

«>Ouy  V.  Washburn.  23  Cal.  Ill:  see,  also,  Dietrich  v.  Mayor  of 
New  York,  5  Hun,  421;  Dewey  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  etc.,  2  id. 
3G2. 
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maintained  to  recover  back  money  voluntarily  paid  in  satisfac- 
tion of  an  illegal  tax.^^  And  in  the  absence  of  acts  amounting 
to  duress  or  coercion,  the  payment  of  a  tax  is  voluntary,  al- 
though made  under  protest.^  The  complaint  in  an  action 
against  a  tax  collector  in  his  official  capacity  to  recover  an  amount 
of  money  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  collected  from  the  plain- 
tiff as  taxes,  must  aver  the  fact  of  the  defendant  being  such 
officer.^  In  an  action  to  recover  a  special  assessment  of  taxes, 
alleged  to  have  been  paid  under  protest  to  the  defendant,  a 
complaint  alleging  that  the  assessment  was  erroneous;  that,  be- 
fore paying  the  same,  the  defendant  was  notified  in  writing  that 
it  was  illegal  and  void;  and  that  suit  would  be  conmienced  to  re- 
cover it,  was  held  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action.®* 

§  887.  AgaiziBt  carrier,  to  recover  money  in  excess  for  freight. 

Form  No.  ^20. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of    ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  trans- 
port from to ,  and  to  deliver  to  him 

certain  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  the  said  sum  of dollars  was  a  reason- 
able sum  to  be  paid  therefor. 

III.  That  the  defendants  entered  upon  the  performance  of 
said  agreement,  and  transported  said  goods. 

IV.  That  on  the  arrival  of  said  goods  the  plaintiff  demanded 
said  goods  of  the  defendant,  and  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
offered  to  pay  to  the  defendants  for  transporting  the  same,  the 
said  sum  of dollars. 

V.  That  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  said  goods  to  the 

plaintiff,  unless  he  would  pay  to  the  defendant 

dollars  for  transporting  the  same. 

VI.  That  on  the   day  of 18 . . ,  at 

the  plaintiff  paid dollars  to  the 

defendant  to  obtain  delivery  of  said  goods,  which  sum  he  paid 

M  Youngrer  v.  Supervisors,  68  Oal.  241. 

«2  Dear  v.  Vamnm,  80  Oal.  86. 

^  Baldwin  v.  Ellis,  68  Cal.  495. 

•*  ShoDp  V.  Wlllia  2  Idaho.  107.  See  further,  as  to  sufflclency  of 
pomplaint  in  such  action.  Dear  v.  Vamum,  80  Oal.  86;  Oooper  t. 
Chamberlin,  78  Id.  450. 
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under  protest,  and  expressly  denying  the  defendant's  right  to 
claim  it,  and  otherwise  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said 
agreement  on  his  part. 

VII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  repaid  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  888.  Concurrent  acts.  Delivery  of  freight  by  the  carrier, 
and  payment  of  freight  money  by  the  owners,  are  concurrent 
acts,  and  neither  party  is  bound  to  perform  his  part  of  the  ship- 
ping contract  unless  the  other  is  ready  to  perform  the  correlative 
act.* 

I  880.  To  recover  back  freight  on  failure  of  carriage. 

Form  No.  221. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  trans- 
port from to ,  and  to  deliver  to  him 

certain  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  paid  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of dollars, 

as  an  advance  payment  for  said  transportation,  and  otherwise 
performed  all  the  conditions  of  said  agreement  on  his  part. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  transported  said  goods,  nor 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  repay- 
ment of  said  sum  of dollars  advanced. 

V.  That  he  has  not  repaid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  800.  Wfien  action  lies  —  in  general.  Where  money  is  paid 
by  one  person,  in  consideration  of  an  act  to  be  done  by  another, 
and  the  act  is  not  performed,  the  money  so  paid  may  be  re- 
covered back.^  Contracts  for  carrying  freight  form  no  excep- 
tion to  the  general  law,  that  where  money  is  paid  for  an  act 
to  ho  done  by  another,  and  the  act  is  not  done,  the  money  may 

« Frothlnffham  v.  .Tenkins.  1  Oal.  43;  52  Am.  Doc.  28B;  and  see 
Allen  v.  Railroad  Co..  100  N.  O.  397:  Randall  v.  Railroad  Co..  108 
Id.  «12:  McKibben  v.  Doyle,  173  Penn.  St.  579. 

^'Reina  v.  CroBs,  6  Cal.  31;  see  Taylor  v.  Beavers,  4  B.  D.  Smith, 
^5. 
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be  recovered  back.®''  Thus  freight  paid  in  advance  for  trans- 
portation of  goods  is  to  be  repaid  in  the  event  of  their  not  being 
carried,  unless  there  be  a  special  agreement  to  the  contrary ."** 
This  rule  is  not  subject  to  any  usage  to  the  contrary.*  Ad- 
vanced freight  can  be  recovered  back  by  the  charterer,  in  case 
of  the  loss  of  the  ship,  or  nonperformance  of  the  voyage, 
whether  by  fault  of  the  master  or  not J^ 

$  801.  By  surety  against  pxincipal    for  payment  on    appeal 
bond. 

Form  No,  222. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . .,  at 

,  a  judgment  was  duly  given  and  mad%  in  the 

court  of  ,  against  the  defendant, 

in  favor  of  one ,  f or dollars,  from 

which  the  said  defendant  appealed. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  the 

request  of  defendant,  the  plaintiff  executed  an  undertaking,  a 
copy  of  which  iB  hereto  annexed. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  state, 
with dollars  costs  and  damages. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  paid dollars,  upon  the  said  undertaking, 

to  the  said 

v.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  to  plaintiff,  nor 
any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
[Copy  of  the  undertaking.] 

i  892.  When  action  lies  —  essential  allegations.  Unless  there 
is  a  special  promise,  the  defendant's  legal  liability  to  pay  \»  an 
essential  fact."  But  in  a  suit  by  a  surety  against  his  principal 
to  recover  back  money  paid  by  him  on  a  judgment  against  him 
for  the  debt  of  his  principal,  a  transcript  of  the  judgment 

07  Relna  v.  Cross.  6  Oal.  29. 

«s  Phelps  V.  Williamson,  5  Sandf.  578;  Qrif^s  v.  Austin.  3  Plok. 
20;  15  Am.  Dec.  175;  Harris  v.  Rand,  4  N.  H.  25&,  555;  17  Am.  Dec. 
421:  3  Kent's  Com.  226. 

«  Emery  v.  Dunbar,  1  Daly,  408. 

TO  Lawson  v.  Worms,  6  Oal.  365. 
j   71 2  OreenL  Bv.  106. 


569  HONEY  PAID.  §§  893,  894 

need  not  be  annexed  to*  tlie  complaint.'^  And  where  a  defend- 
ant undertook  to  pay  any  judgment  which  M.  might  recover 
against  L.,  and  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  save  him  harmless 
from  such  payment  to  the  extent  of  five  hundred  dollars,  which 
sum  he  deposited  with  the  defendant  for  that  purpose,  the 
relation  of  principal  and  surety  did  not  exist  between  them. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  deposit  could  not  become  the 
money  of  the  defendant  till  he  had  paid  the  judgment,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  money  on  the  payment  or 
release  of  the  judgment.™ 

i  893.  For  repayment  of  adva&cee  on  serrloes. 

Form  No.  223. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment, whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  hire,  and  the  defendant 

agreed  to  render  his  services  to  the  plaintiff  as , 

for  the  term  of ,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

dollars,  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  the  defendant  as  an  advance 

for  hifl  services,  to  be  rendered  thereafter,  in  pursuance  of  said 
agreement,  the  sum  of dollars. 

ni.  That  the  defendant  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  ren- 
der said  services,  although  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  repaid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereol 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  894.  When  action  lies  —  demand.  The  acceptance  of  an 
order  to  pay  money,  to  be  deducted  from  a  payment  to  become 
due  under  a  contract  for  work  to  be  performed,  is  a  promise 

72  Barker  v.  Glidewell,  2a  Ind.  210. 

78  Solomon  v.  Reese,  34  CaJ.  35.  The  rights  of  sureties,  as  against 
principals  and  cosureties,  are  discussed  In  1  Pars,  on  Ck>nt  33; 
Pars.  Mere.  Law,  30;  Baker  v.  Martin,  3  Barb.  634  In  an  action  hj 
a  surety  on  a  promissory  note  against  his  principal  for  reimburse- 
ment, the  suretyship  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  note,  a  com- 
plaint  which  avers  that  the  plaintiff  signed  the  note  as  a  surety 
only,  and  not  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defendant,  need  not 
allege  a  request  froir  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
same.    Glanton  v.  Coward.  67  Cal.  37S. 
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to  the  payee,  and  the  payee  may  recover  thereon,  under  the  com- 
mon money  counts.'^*  Where  an  agreement  has  been  rescinded 
on  a  contract  for  services,  or  performance  so  neglected  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  rescind,  a  demand  is  not  necessary  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  back  advancesJ*^  If  money  has 
been  paid  or  services  rendered  in  the  performance  of  the  con- 
ditions of  a  void  contract  by  one  party  thereto,  and  the  other 
party  fails  to  voluntarily  perform  on  his  part,  the  injured  party 
has  no  remedy  at  law  upon  the  contract.  He  may,  however, 
under  such  circumstances,  disaffirm  such  contract,  and  maintain 
his  action  at  law  to  recover  back  money  so  paid,  or  the  value 
of  services  so  rendered.™ 

I  895.  Sufficient  allegations.  In  a  complaint  for  money  ex- 
pended and  services  performed,  technical  words,  the  meaning 
of  which  is  long  established,  rather  than  phrases  of  doubtful 
import,  should  be  used.  The  complaint  ought  to  state  that  the 
money  was  expended  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  defendant,  and  at 
his  instance  and  request.  So,  in  regard  to  the  performance  of 
labor."  The  plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove  nonperformance.''' 
And  if  the  defendant  has  rescinded,  plaintiff  need  not  prove 
readiness  to  pay  the  whole  contract  price.^ 

74  Quin  V.  Hanford,  1  Hill,  84;  Weston  v.  Barker,  12  Johna.  278; 
7  Am.  Dec.  B19;  17  Wend.  206;  McGleUan  v.  Anthony,  1  Edm.  284. 

75  Raymond  v.  Beamard,  12  Johns.  274;  7  Am.  Dec.  317;  and  see 
L-tica  Bank  v.  Ysld  Gieson,  18  Johns.  485. 

76  King  V.  Brown,  2  HIU,  485;  Baldwin  v.  Palmer,  10  N.  T.  234; 
61  Am.  Dec.  743;  Fuller  v.  Reed,  38  Cal.  99. 

77  Hnguet  V.  Owen,  1  Nev.  464. 

78  Wheeler  v.  Board,  12  Johns.  363. 
70  Main  V.  King,  8  Barb.  535. 
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FOR  SEBYICES^  WORK,   AND  LABOR. 

I  806.  For  serrloM  at  a  fixed  price. 

Form  No.  224. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of  ,  18 . . , 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  plaintiff  rendered 

services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  special  instance  and  request, 
in  the  capacity  of  [clerk  or  otherwise]. 

II.  That  for  said  services  the  defendant  promised  to  pay 
plaintiff  a  salary  at  the  rate  of  [fifteen  dollars  per  week]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  salary  [or  thai 
no  part  of  said  ««alary  has  been  paid,  except,  etc.] 

TDemand  of  Judgment.] 

I  807.  When  action  lies.  The  action  for  work,  labor,  and  ser- 
vices lies  upon  the  contract.  If  nothing  remains  to  be  done  by 
the  contractor  but  payment  of  the  stipulated  price,  plaintiff 
may  rest  upon  the  duty  raised  by  the  law  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ant to  pay  the  price  agreed,  or  he  may  plead  the  express  agree- 
ment, and  allege  performance.^  Or  excuse  for  nonperformance, 
and  allege  part  performance,*  if  the  contract  has  been  abandon«^d 
by  agreement,  or  rescinded  by  the  wrongful  act  of  a  party,  or  its 
execution  is  incomplete  by  reason  of  an  excuse.*  Where,  how- 
ever, there  has  been  a  written  contract,  it  must  be  produced  on 
the  trial,  or  its  absence  accounted  for.*  Where  by  the  terms  of 
a  contract  parties  performing  labor  under  it  are  to  be  paid  at 
the  end  of  each  month,  for  the  labor  performed  to  that  time, 

1  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  Y.  227. 

2  Wolfe  V.  Ho\ve8.  20  N.  Y.  197;  75  Am.  Dec.  388. 

3  Farron  v.  SherT\'ood.  17  N.  Y.  227;  Wolfe  v.  Howe»,  20  id.  197; 
75  Am.  Dec.  388. 

*  Clark  V.  Smith,  14  Johns.  320,  and  oases  there  cited;  Champlin 
v.  Butler.  18  id.  IHO:  Wood  v.  Edwards,  19  id.  205:  Smith  v.  Smith, 
1  Sandf.  20r>:  T.adne  v.  Seymour.  24  Wend.  00;  Sherman  v.  New  York 
Cent  R.  R.  Co..  22  Barb.  239:  Adams  v.  The  Mayor,  4  Duer,  295; 
l)ut  see  Chew  Famj?  v.  Keefer.  103  Cal.  46. 
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and  they  are  not  paid  at  the  stipulated  time,  and  are,  by  reasoa 
thereof,  compelled  to  abandon  the  work,  they  have  the  right  to 
do  so,  and  are  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  done  and  not  paid 
for,  pro  tantOy  at  the  contract  price.* 

i  888.  The  same  —  lenrlcea  of  a  Bubatitate.  The  plaintiff  may 
recover  for  work  and  services  done  by  his  substitute  under  a 
contract  made  by  defendant  with  him,  provided  that  the  ser- 
vices of  a  particular  person  were  not  contracted  for,  and  that 
no  other  person  could,  under  the  contract,  fill  the  place  of  the 
employee.®  Under  a  general  complaint  for  wqrk  and  labor,  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  on  proof  of  a  special  contract  fully  com- 
pleted.^ Where  there  is  a  special  contract  between  principal 
and  agent,  by  which  the  entire  compensation  is  regulated  and 
made  contingent,  there  can  be  no  recovery  on  a  count  for  a 
quantum  tneruit.^ 

i  809.  Service  for  the  public     Where  a  service  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  public  is  required  by  law,  and  no  provision  for  its  pay- 
l  ment  is  made,  it  must  be  regarded  as  gratuitous,  and  no  claint 

for  compensation  can  be  enforced.' 

i  900.  Entire  contract.  Where  a  person  agrees  to  work  for  a 
certain  period,  at  a  certain  price,  or  to  perform  certain  services 
for  such  an  amount,  he  can  not  break  off  at  his  own  pleasure* 
and  sue  upon  the  contract  for  the  work  so  far  as  he  has  gone.^^ 
In  such  a  case,  performance  is  a  condition  precedent  to  pay- 
ment.^* In  a  suit  to  recover  for  services  for  half  a  year,  under  a 
contract  to  work  a  whole  year,  plaintiff  having  quit,  it  requires 
slight  evidence  of  assent  or  agreement  to  apportion  the  contract 
and  allow  plaintiff  to  recover.**  A  contract  may  be  entire  where 
payment  is  stipulated  to  be  made  monthly,  where  a  note  was  to 
be  given  by  the  employer  for  the  last  four  months'  labor  yet 
to  be  done,  on  a  contract  of  eight  months'  duration.^  Where- 
one  is  employed  by  another  under  a  contract,  at  a  stated  salary,, 
payable  monthly  or  at  a  stated  time,  as  clerk  or  business  agents 

ft  Dobbins  V.  Higfcins,  78  111.  440. 
:        •  Leet  V.  Wilson,  24  Oal.  898. 

7  HurBt  V.  Litchfield,  39  N.  Y.  377. 

s  Marshall  v.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Oo.,  16  How.  (U.  8.)  S14. 

•  Anderson  v.  Bd.  Com..  25  Ohio  St.  13. 

lOHntchinson  v.  Wetmoro.  2  Cal.  311;  56  Am.  Dec.  337. 

nid. 

12  Hofcan  V.  Titlow,  14  Cal.  255. 

i»  Hutchinson  v.  Wetmoro,  2  Onl.  311;  56  Am.  Dec.  337. 
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and  the  employee  neglects  his  business^  the  employer  is  not 
precluded  from  suing  for  damages  for  neglect^  by  payment  in 
full  of  employee's  wages^  or  by  not  setting  up  a  counterclaim  in 
an  action  by  employee  for  his  wages.^*  Where  a  party  contracts 
for  a  consideration  in  money  to  find  a  purchaser  for  certain  lands^ 
it  is  a  contract  of  employment^  and  not  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.*^  But 
where  a  part  of  the  remuneration  was  to  be  land,  the  contract 
was  entire,  and  if  void  as  to  part  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
is  void  in  toto,  and  could  not  be  enforced.*®  But  if  services  have 
been  performed  on  such  a  void  contract,  the  injured  party  may 
disaffirm  the  contract,  and  maintain  his  action  at  law  for  ser- 
vices rendered." 

§  901.  EflMntial  allegatioiui  —  demand.  A  declaration  for 
labor  done  or  services  performed  generally,  without  specifying 
them  in  particular,  is  good.*®  And  where  a  complaint  for  work, 
labor,  and  services  alleged  an  indebtedness  in  a  sum  certain 
therefor,  but  omitted  to  allege  specially  the  value  of  the  same 
or  a  promise  to  pay;  and  defendant,  without  demurring,  put  in 
an  answer  denying  indebtedness,  admitting  services  performed, 
and  setting  up  payment  in  full,  and  there  was  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff;  whatever  the  defects  of  the  complaint  may  be,  they 
were  cured  by  defendants  pleading  arid  by  the  verdict.**  If 
the  contract  contains  special  provisions  as  to  the  mode  of  per- 
formance, the  proper  mode  of  declaring  is  still  gn  the  contract 
itself,  and  not  on  the  general  counts,  setting  it  out  at  length, 
or  in  substance,  with  proper  averments,  to  show  that  the  con- 
ditions to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  have  all  been  complied 
with.^  No  demand  is  necessary.  Bringing  the  action  is  a 
sufficient  demand  on  a  contract  to  pay  generally,  and  without 
time  or  terms  specified.     It  is  a  debt  payable  when  the  services 

» 

14  Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Gal.  294. 

15  Heyn  v.  Phlllpa,  37  OaL  529. 

IS  Crawford  v.  Morrell,  8  Johns.  255;  Van  Alstlne  v.  Wimple,  5 
06w.  IW. 

"Klnjr  V.  Brown,  2  HIU,  4«n:  Baldwin  r.  Palmer,  10  N.  Y.  232; 
61  Am.  Dec.  743;  Puller  v.  Reed,  38  Cal.  99. 

iSBIdwards  v.  Nichols.  3  Day.  16;  compare  Wllllamette  Falls 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Smith,  1  Orajf.  171. 

!•  McManns  v.  Ophir  S.  M.  Co.,  4  Nev.  15. 

90  Adams  v.  Mayor,  etc..  of  New  York,  4  Drier,  295;  Atkinson  v. 
Collins,  30  Barb.  430;  S.  C.  9  Abb.  Pr.  353;  Brown  v.  Colie,  1  B.  D. 
Smith,  265;  Wyckoff  v.  Myers,  44  N.  Y.  143. 
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aie  performed,  and  no  previous  demand  of  payment  is  required.^* 
ain  express  agreement  lor  extra  pay  must  be  shown  where  a  party 
works  for  a  monthly  salar}\^  A  count  in  a  complaint  alleging 
that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiif  in  a  certain  sum 
of  money  on  account  of  work,  labor,  and  services  performed  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  has  not 
paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof,  is  not  subject  to  the  ob- 
jection upon  general  demurrer  that  it  is  not  stated  by  whom 
the  work  was  performed.^  But  a  complaint  alleging  a  con- 
tract to  perform  labor  in  a  certain  year,  for  a  gross  sum  of  money, 
is  bad  on  demurrer  which  fails  to  allege  what  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tracted to  do,  or  how  much  work  was  to  be  done,  or  when  it  was 
done,  or  its  value.^^  A  complaint  which  alleges  that  '*  an  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants/' 
whereby  the  latter  agreed  to  pay  the  former  the  price  of  labor 
furnished  the  latter,  can  not  be  said  to  count  upon  a  written  con- 
tract alone,  and  evidence  of  a  verbal  contract  between  the  par- 
ties is  admissible  in  support  of  the  allegation,  and  the  fact  thai 
a  written  agreement  is  proved  does  not  preclude  evidence  of  a 
verbal  promise  to  pay  for  the  labor  furnished.^  In  an  action 
against  a  corporation  for  services,  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
was  employed  by  the  defendant,  through  its  secretary,  is  a 
sufficient  allegation  of  employment  by  the  corporation,  though 
it  is  better  pleading  to  omit  reference  to  the  secretary  *  An 
averment  that  a  corporation  made  and  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment by  its  president,  is  sufficient^  as  against  a  general  demurrer. 
If  the  president,  as  such,  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  the 
contract,  it  is  matter  of  defense.^ 

f  902.  Joint  services.  Where  two  persons  are  employed  by  a 
claimant  of  a  tract  of  land  to  procure  a  confirmation  of  the  same, 
such  service  is  not  joint,  and  a  separate  action  may  be  maintained 
hy  such  agents  for  their  expenses  ihus  incurred.^ 

21  Lake  Ontario  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Masco.  16  N.  Y.  451;  Ernst  v.  Bartle. 
1  Johna  Caa.  319. 

22  Cany  v.  Halleok,  0  r«l.  lOff. 

23  Smith  V.  Walto,  103  On  I,  872:  and  see  Busta  v.  WardaH.  3  S. 
I>ak.  141. 

24  Calhoun  v.  Glrardine,  13  Col.  103;  compare  Small  v.   Poffeiir 
barsTpr  32  Xeb.  234;  Tracy  v.  Tracy,  5ft  Hun,  1. 

2R  1  ?hew  Famjr  v.  Keef er,  103  Cal.  46. 
2«  Sullivan  V.  MlllJnjr  &  MIn.  Co..  77  C41I.  418. 
^  Malono  V.  Crescent,  etc.,  Transp.  Co..  77  Cal.  38. 
^  OonncT  V.  nutchlnaon,  12  Cal.  12t5;  see  Sullivan  v.  Milling  & 
MInlnpr  Co..  77  id.  418. 


566  SERVICES,    WORK,    AND  LABOR,  §§  903-905 

i  903.  Jurisdiction.      A  British  seaman  on  board  a  British 

vessel  of  which  a  British  subject  is  master,  inay,  when  discharged 

by  the  master  In  a  port  of  the  United  States,  without  any  fault 

on  the  part  of  the  seaman,  sue  for  and  recover  his  wages  in  a 

Utate  court.* 

f  904.  Por  services  at  a  reasonable  price. 

Form  No.  225. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of >  18. .,  and 

the day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  he 

[made  sundry  repairs  on  several  articles  of  furniture]  for  the 
defendant,  at  his  request 

II.  That  the  said  services  were  reasonably  worth 

dollars. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  [or  that  no  part 
thereof  has  been  paid,  except,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  905.  When  action  lies  —  allegations.  The  general  rule  of 
law  is,  while  a  special  contract  remains  open  or  unperfonned, 
the  party  whose  part  of  it  has  not  been  done  can  not  sue  in 
indebitatus  assumpsit^  to  recover  a  compensation  for  what  he  has 
done,  until  the  whole  shall  be  completed.  But  the  exceptions 
from  that  rule  are  cases  in  which  something  has  been  done  under 
a  special  contract,  but  not  in  strict  accordance  with  it;  but  if  the 
other  party  derives  any  benefit  from  the  labor  done,  the  law  im- 
plies a  promise  on  his  part  to  pay  such  a  remuneration  as  the 
work  is  worth;  and  to  recover  it  an  action  of  indebitatus  assump- 
sit is  maintainable.^  The  services  must  have  been  rendered  in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement,  express  or  implied,  that  they  were 

2»Pugh  V.  Gillam,  1  Cal.  485.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  a*wrongful  discharge  from  employment,  the  plaintiff 
need  not  allege  affirmatively  that  he  endeavored  to  mdke  the 
damages  as  light  as  possible  by  procuring  other  employment.  Mer- 
rill V.  Blanchard,  40  N.  T.  Supp.  48;  7  App.  Div.  167. 

80  Dermott  v.  Jones.  28  Horw.  (U.  S.)  220.  A  complaint  or  petition 
averring  a  contract  of  employment,  the  rendering  of  services  and 
expenditure  of  moneys  in  its  performance,  the  plaintiff's  wrongful 
discharge  by  the  defendant  and  the  value  of  his  services  and  ex- 
penditures, less  receipts,  states  a  cause  of  action  on  a  quantum 
meruit  and  not  one  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  Olover  v. 
Henderson,  120  Mo.  367;  41  Am.  8t  Rep.  605. 
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to  be  paid  for.^^  But  a  person  enjoying  the  benefit  of  the  ser- 
vices of  another  is  presumed  to  be  bound  to  pay  therefor  what 
they  are  reasonably  worth.^^  But  this  presumption  toay  be 
rebutted  by  proof  of  agreement  at  a  fixed  amount.^  And  where 
a  hired  person  continues  in  employment  after  the  term  of  the 
contract,  the  presumption  is  that  the  same  wages  axe  to  be  con- 
tinued under  the  new  employment,  and  the  servant  can  not  re- 
cover on  a  quantum  meruit,^  If  the  complaint  alleges  no  special 
contract,  plaintiff  can  recover  only  what  his  services  are  worth.® 
In  an  action  on  a  quantum  meruit,  for  services  rendered,  excuses 
for  not  performing  the  contract  need  not  be  set  up.*®  The  com- 
plaint in  an  action  against  a  guardian,  to  recover  from  his  ward's 
estate  for  services  rendered  them,  must  allege  that  the  employ- 
ment of  the  plaintiff  was  a  reasonable  and  proper  expense  in- 
curred by  the  guardian.*^ 

§  906.  Services  of  wife.  Proof  that  the  plaintiff  was  wife  of 
one  of  the  parties  defendant  defeats  the  implication  of  a  con- 
tract as  on  a  quantum  meruit.^ 

§  907.  Subsequent  promise.  Where  a  promise  to  pay  is  made 
subsequent  to  the  completion  of  the  services,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  services  were  rendered  at  the  defendant's  request.®* 

31  Maltby  v,  Harwood,  12  Barb.  473;  Lrivinpston  v.  Ackeston,  5 
Cow.  531;  Williams  v.  Hutchinson.  3  N.  Y.  312;  53  Am.  Dec.  301. 
82  MouUn  V.  Columbet,  22  Gal.  609. 
*«8id. 

34  Nicholson  V.  Patchin,  5  Gal.  475;  and  see  Werull  v.  CMlins.  87 
Iowa,  548;  Imhoff  v.  House,  36  Neb.  28.  Recovery  on  quantum 
fftcruit.  See  Beers  v.  Kuehn,  84  Wis.  33;  Roberts  v.  Wood  Working 
Co..  Ill  N.  G.  432;  Stokes  v.  Taylor,  104  Id.  3W;  UttreU  v.  Wilcox, 
9  Mont  97:  Whltton  v.  Sullivan.  96  Gal.  480.  When  the  complaint 
declares  upon  an  express  contract  for  a  street  improvement,  and 
there  is  no  allegation  as  to  what  the  work  done  was  worth,  there 
can  be  no  recovery  upon  quantum  vieruit-  Raisch  v.  San  Francisco. 
80  Cal.  1. 

35  Crole  V.  Thomas^  19  Mo.  70. 

3«  Wolfe  V.  Howes,  20  N.  Y.  197;  75  Am.  Dec.  388. 

37  Caldwell  v.  Young.  21  Tex.  800. 

88  Angulo  V.  Sunol.  14  Oal.  402;  Coleman  v.  Burr,  93  N.  Y.  17;  45 
Am.  Rep.  160;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  147  Mass.  370;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  721. 

38  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson.  20  Johns.  28;  11  Am.  Dec.  237;  Frear 
V.  Hardenbergh,  5  Johns.  272;  4  Am.  Dec.  356;  Parker  v.  Crane.  6 
Wend.  647:  see.  also.  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  (H.  &  W.  notes).  222;  see, 
also,  Hewett  v.  Bronson,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.).  1. 
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I  908.  By  carrieirsy  for  freight 

Form  No    226, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  •alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  he 

transported  [in  his  wagon],  thirty  tons  of  coal,  from , 

to ,  f or  the  defendant,  and  at  his  request. 

II.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  the  sum  of 

dollars  per  ton,  as  freight  thereon  [or  that  such 

transportation  was  reasonably  worth dollars]. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  900.  For  passage  money. 

Form  No.  227, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  con- 
veyed defendant  in  his  steamer,  called  the ,  from 

to ,  at  his  request. 

.  II.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff dollars 

therefor  [or  that  said  passage  was  reasonably  worth 

dollars]. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  910.  By  parent,  for  services  of  minor  son. 

Form  No.  228. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  one  A.  B.  rendered  services  [as  clerk]  to  the  defend- 
ant, at  his  request,  in  his  store  at ,  from  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  to  the day  of , 

18.. 

II.  That  such  services  were  reasonably  worth  

dollars  [or  allege  price  agreed,  as  in  preceding  forms]. 

III.  That  the  said  A.  B.  was  then,  and  is  now,  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  and  the  minor  child  of  this  plaintiff. 

TV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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i  Oil.  Interest  of  parent.  Legal  interest  vests  in  a  parent 
for  the  work,  labor,  and  services  of  his  child,  where  there  is 
no  express  agreement.*^  But  under  an  express  agreement,  or 
where  circumstances  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it  was  under- 
stood that  the  child  might  receive  his  earnings,  payment  to  such 
child  will  be  good.*^  So  where  the  father  gives  his  implied 
consent.*^  So  the  father  in  the  above  instance  can  not  sue 
for  such  services,  even  though  he  give  notice  not  to  pay  said 
son  his  wages.**  A  father  can  not  sue  in  his  own  name  for 
money  due  his  minor  son,  in  consideration  of  his  enlistment 
under  a  contract  made  with  the  father's  consent.** 

i  012.  Por  eervices  and  materials,  at  a  fixed  price. 

Form  No.  229. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  he  furnished  the  paint,  and  painted  defendant's 

house,  at  his  request. 

II.  That  defendant  promised  to  pay  him dollars 

therefor. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  [or  that  no  part  of  the 
same  has  been  paid,  except,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  018.  Demand  —  cause  of  action.  In  an  action  for  services 
and  materials  furnished,  where  both  items  go  to  constitute  a 
single  cause  of  action,  it  must  be  made  so  to  appear  in  the  com- 
plaint    Bringing  the  action  is  suflBcient  demand.**^ 

40  Shute  V.  Dorr,  5  Wend.  204;  McMahon  y.  Sankey,  133  111.  636; 
Lawyer  v.  Fritcher,  130  N.  Y.  239;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  521. 

41  Id.;  Benson  v.  Remington,  2  Mass.  115;  McCoy  v.  Huffman, 
S  Cow.  84. 

42  Whiting  v.  Earle,  3  Pick.  201;  15  Am.  Dec.  207;  see  Burlingame 
T.  Bnrlingame,  7  Cow.  92;  Keen  v.  Sprague,  3  Greenl.  77;  Man- 
chester V.  Smith,  12  Pick.  115.  A  father  may  emancipate  his 
minor  child,  and  confer  upon  such  child  a  right  to  labor  for  itnelf 
and  receive  the  earnings.  Stanley  v.  National  Bank,  115  N.  Y.  122; 
Beaver  v.  Bare,  104  Penn.  St.  58;  49  Am.  Rep.  567. 

48  Morse  v.  Welton,  6  Conn.  .%47;  16  Am.  Deo.  73;  Dnited  States 
V.  Mertz,  2  Watts^  406;  Gale  v.  Parrott,  1  N.  H.  28;  Eubanks  v.  Peak. 
2  Bailey,  497;  Chase  v.  Smith,  5  Vt.  556. 

44  Mears  v.  Bickford,  55  Me.  528;  see,  also,  Simpson  v.  Buck,  5 
Lans.  ("N.  Y.>  337. 

40  Feeter  v.  Heath,  11  Wend.  479.    Complaint  in  action* of  assumpsit 
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§  014^  By  an  attorney  for  services. 

Form  No.  2310, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of  ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  per- 
formed services  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in  prosecuting 
and  defending  certain  suits,  and  in  drawing  and  engrossing 
various  instruments  in  writing,  and  in  counseling  and  advising 
the  defendant,  and  in  attending  in  and  about  the  business  of 
the  defendant. 

II.  That  said  services  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  015.  When  action  lies  —  allegations.  In  an  action  by  an 
attorney  for  his  fees  it  is  necessary  to  aver  and  prove  on  the 
trial  a  retainer  or  employment  of  the  plaintiff  as  attorney  in  the 
suit  or  business  in  which  his  services  were  rendered.*®  It  is  not 
necessary  to  show  a  written  retainer,  a  parol  employment  will 
suffice;  or  the  jury  may  infer  a  retainer  from  acts  of  the  client, 
in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  amounting  to  a  recognition  of  the 
attorney,  or  from  his  undertaking  to  pay  for  the  services.*'^  If 
the  services  were  rendered  as  attorney  of  another  person  than 
the  defendant,  facts  showing  the  defendant's  liability  therefor 
must  be  alleged.^  A  complaint  for  money  expended  and 
services  performed  should  state,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  de- 
fendant, and  at  his  instance  and  request.  So  in  regard  to  per- 
formance of  labor.*®  So  a  complaint  which  avers  substantially 
that  the  defendant  was,  at  a  certain  time,  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  certain  sum,  for  professional  services  rendered  at  the 

to  recover  a  speolfied  sum  on  account  of  work  done  and  labor  per- 
formed, and  on  account  of  ^oods,  waree,  and  merchandise  sold  and 
delivered.    See  Farwell  r.  Murray.  104  Cal.  4^)4. 

4«  Hotchkiss  V.  Leroy,  9  Johns.  142;  Burghart  v.  Gardner,  3  Barb. 
64. 

47  Harper  v.  Williamson.  1  McCord.  156:  Ow<*n  v.  Ord,  3  Car.  & 
P.  349;  Wiggins  v.  Peppin,  3  Beav.  340;  see,  also,  Allen  v.  Bane, 
4  id.  494. 

49  Merritt  v.  Millard.  5  Boew.  645. 

^Hugnet  V.  Owen,  1  Nev.  464. 

79 


§  91G  FORMS   OF   COMPLAINTS.  570 

special  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant^  is  sufficient^  with- 
out stating  in  terms  the  value  of  the  services^  or  that  the  defend- 
ant promised  to  pay.*^ 

(016.  Measure  of  dama£^  —  contingent  fee.  To  ascertain 
what  may  be  a  reasonable  compensation  for  services  rendered 
by  an  attorney,  the  amount  involved  and  the  character  of  the 
l)usine88  transacted  by  him  must  be  taken  into  account,  and  the 
time  employed;  not  the  time  immediately  devoted  to  the  busi- 
ness alone,  but  the  time  which  he  must  lose  from  other  business 
in  attending  to  it.*^^  In  addition  to  these,  the  jury  should  con- 
sider the  character  of  the  litigation  in  which  the  services  were 
rendered;  the  novelty,  difficulty,  and  importance  of  the  questions 
involved;  the  value  of  the  rights  or  property  in  controversy;  the 
attorney's  position  in  the  case  as  leading  or  assistant  counsel, 
and  the  degree  of  responsibility  resting  upon  him;  and  the  fact, 
if  it  be  a  fact,  that  compensation  was  wholly  contingent  upon 
siiccess.*^^  If  the  services  were  so  contingent  the  question  when 
puch  success  was  obtained  is  a  question  of  law.^  And  an  in- 
Ftruction  in  a  suit  on  a  quantum  meruit,  to  recover  counsel  fees, 
that  "if  plaintiffs'  fee  was  to  be  contingent  on  success,  and 
defendant  settled  the  suit  without  plaintiflPs'  consent,  plaintiffs 
fould  recover  what  their  services  were  worth,"  does  not  incor- 
rectly state  the  law."     And  an  instruction  to  the  jury  in  a  suit 

^owilklns  V.  Stldger,  22  Oal.  232:  83  Am.  Deo.  64.  Sfee  further, 
as  to  Bufflciency  of  complaint  In  action  to  recover  for  le^oil  services, 
llyora  v.  Prior,  31  Mo.  App.  555;  Bums  v.  Cushlnff,  90  Cal,  669; 
Foltz  V.  C5off8well.  86  C5al.  542.  Immaterial  variance.  Garter  v. 
Baldwin,  9f>  Cal.  475. ' 

M  Quint  V.  Ophir  S.  M.  Co..  4  Nev.  304. 

r'2  I^ltensdorfer  v.  King,  3  West  Coast  Rep.  135. 
•      Mid. 

M  Quint  V.  Ophlr  S.  M.  Co.,  4  Nev.  304.  Under  a  complaint  al- 
lei^ing  an  unconditional  afn*eement  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money 
for  the  plaintiff's  services  as  an  attorney,  and  that  the  services 
were  reasonably  worth  such  sum,  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  pay 
that  amount  on  a  contingency  and  the  happening  of  the  contingency 
is  Inadmissible,  as  is  also  evidence  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the 
contingent  agreement  Owen  v.  Meade,  104  Cal.  179.  Complaint  hy 
physician.— A  paragraph  of  complaint  by  a  physician  to  recover 
foi*  professional  servioes  and  medicines  furnished,  which  alleges  a 
promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay  for  the  servlcefl  and  medicines, 
but  fails  to  aver  a  breach  of  the  promise,  is  bad,  and  subject  to 
a  demurrer.  Brickey  v.  Irwin,  122  Ind.  51.  But  such  complaint, 
containing  the  other  necessary  averments*  is  not  bad  for  a  fallnre 
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• 

to  recover  counsel  fees,  that  "  if  plaintiffs  were  employed  by 
defendant  to  come  from  San  Francisco  to  Virginia  City,  or  from 
San  Francisco  to  Aurora,  and  there  was  no  special  agreement 
as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid,  they  can  only  recover  the  value 
of  the  services  rendered  at  the  place  where  they  were  rendered, 
with  the  addition  of  reasonable  traveling  expenses;  and  if  the 
traveling  expenses  were  paid  by  defendant,  then  they  can  not 
be  recovered  by  plaintiffs,"  was  held  clearly  erroneous,  and 
properly  refused.*^ 

I  917.  For    senrices  and    materials,  at  a    reasonable    price. 

Form  No.  2Si» 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  he  built  a  house  known  as  No , 

street,  in  said  city,  and  furnished  the  materials  therefor,  for  the 
defendant,  at  his  request. 

II.  That  the  said  work  and  materials  were  reasonably  worth 
dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  918.  By  advertising  a^nts,  for  services  and  disbursements. 

Form  No.  232. 

[Title,] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of  ,  18 . . , 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  plaintiff  rendered  services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request, 
in  causing  the  defendant's  advertisements  of  his  business  to  be 
inserted  in  the  following  named  newspapers  and  periodicals 
[name?  of  newspapers]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  paid  out  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 
for  puoh  insertions  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  and  at  his  re- 
quest  dollars. 

TIT.  That  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  said  amount,  together 
with  a  reasonable  sum  for  said  services. 

to  allege  that  the  medjdnes  were  furnished.  If  it  shows  that  the 
fierrices  wpre  rendered.    A  complaint  entitling  a  plaintiff  to  part 
of  the  relief  Poneht.  Is  eood  a^Inst  n  demurrer.    Id. 
M  Quint  V.  Ophir  S.  M.  CJo.,  4  Nev.  314. 
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IV.  That  said  services  were  reasonably  worth 

dollars. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same^  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  919.  By  publisher  and  proprietor  for  advertiBing. 

Form  No.  233. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  were 
publishers  and  proprietors  of  the  daily  newspaper  known  -as  the 

*'  Mountain  Avalanche,"  published  at    ,   in   the 

county  of ,  in  this  state. 

II.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  pub- 
lished   insertions  in  the  said  newspaper  of  the  ad- 
vertisements of  the  defendant  at  his  request. 

III.  That  such  services  and  publication  were  reasonably  worth 
dollars. 

lY.  That  \hQ  defendant  hafi  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  920.  For  stabling  horses. 

Form  No.  234. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complain^,  and  alleges: 

I.  That,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  he  provided  for, 

kept,  and  fed  a  horse  of  the  defendant,  from  the day 

of ,  18 . . ,  to  the day  of , 

18.. 

II.  That  such  keeping  and  finding  of  said  horse  was  reason- 
ably worth dollars. 

m.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  921.  Special  contract,  completely^  illled. 

Form  No.  235. 
[TYrLE.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  his  agreement  in  writing 
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under  his  hand  and  aeal,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy 
of  agreement]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
thereof  on  his  part. 

III.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  payment 

of  the  sum  of dollars,  in  said  contract  mentioned. 

IV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  022.  Partnership.  Where  partners  employed  plaintiff  on 
condition  that  a  certain  portion  of  his  wages  should  be  retained 
till  a  certain  sum  had  accumulated,  when  plaintiff  should  be- 
come a  partner,  and  during  the  accumulation  the  firm  dis- 
solved, the  plaintiff  may  sue  on  the  special  contract  or  for  work 
and  labor.*** 

I  923.  Perf  ormanoe.  If  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  aver  per- 
formance by  setting  out  the  facts  showing  performance,  he  may 
be  held  to  aver  them  with  certainty.^'' 

§  924.  The  same,  where  the  contract  was  fulfilled  by  an  as- 
signee. 

Form  No,  236. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  defendants,  in  consideration  of  , 

executed  and  delivered  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
a  contract  with  one  A.  B.,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy,  and 
marked  "  Exhibit  A." 

II.  That  thereafter,  and  before  the day  of , 

said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  the  same,  and  all  his  rights  under  it, 
to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  up  to  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the  assignor  had 
duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  contract  on  his  part, 
and  that  since  said  apsioiiment,  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all 
the  conditions  thereof  on  his  part. 

IV.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

M  Adams  v.  Pu^h,  7  Oal.  150. 

57  Hatch  V.  Peet,  23  Barb.  575.  As  to  averment  of  performance 
on  a  modified  contract,  see  Smith  v.  Brown,  17  Bart).  431. 
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y  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  payment 

of  the  sum  of dollars^  in  said  contract  mentioned. 

y.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

[Annex  copy  of  contract^  marked  ^'  Exhibit  A."] 

f  025.  Perf OTmanc«|  how  alleged.  One  suing  on  a  contract 
assigned  to  him  may  allege  performance  by  sajring  that  up  to 
the  time  of  the  assignment  the  assignor  had  performed,  on  his 
party  all  the  covenants  of  the  contract^  and  that  afterwards  the 
plaintiff  fully  performed  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  con- 
tract on  the  assignor.*^  Where  plaintiff  has  bound  himself  to 
procure  certain  acts  to  be  done  by  third  parties,  adding  that 
those  on  whose  behalf  he  acted  have  also  performed,  is  unneces- 
sary.^* 

BSOEd.  Steam  Nav.  Go.  v.  Wright,  6  Oal.  258. 

w  Riywland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bobw.  43.  For  cafles  of  services  rendered 
to  relatives,  see  Thomtoo  v.  Grange^  06  Barb.  507;  and  Neal  v. 
Gilmore,  79  Penn.  St  421;  Zimmerman  v.  Zimmerman,  129  id.  229; 
15  Am.  St  Rep.  720;  Lynn  v.  Smith,  35  Hun,  275:  HaUidaj  v. 
MlUer,  29  W.  Va.  421;  6  Am.  St  Bep.  658. 
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FOB  USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

f  9M.  On  an  express  contract.  * 

Form  No.  237, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,   18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  rented  to  the  defendant,  and  the 

defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff  [the  office  No 

street],  and  agreed  to  pay  therefor  the  monthly 

rent  of dollars,  payable  [monthly] ,  on  the  first 

day  of  each  [month]. 

II.  That  defendant  occupied  the  said  premises  from  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  to  the day  of 

,  18.. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid dollars,  being 

the  [part  of  said]  rent  due  on  the day  of , 

18.. 

[Demand  of  Judombnt.] 

f  M7.  Summary  proceedixi^  to  recover  poMeeslon.  It  seems 
that  where  a  landlord  elects  to  terminate  a  lease  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  and  commences  summary  proceedings  to  re- 
cover possession,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  use  and 

occupation  from  the  time  he  terminated  the  lease  until  he 
obtained  possession.^ 

I  9B8.  Occupancy.  Actual  continued  occupancy  is  not  neces> 
sary  to  be  shown.^ 

1  Powers  V.  Witty,  42  How.  Pr.  352;  S.  C,  4  Daly,  552.  The 
action  for  use  and  ocenpatioD  can  not  be  maintained  unless  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  has  existed.  Hennessey  v.  Hoa^, 
16  Col.  460;  Colt  v.  Planer,  51  N.  Y.  647;  Preston  v.  Hawley,  101 
id.  586;  Grady  v.  Ibach,  W  Ala.  152. 

3  Little  V.  Martin,  3  Wend.  220:  20  Am.  Dec.  688;  Westlake  r. 
De  Graw,  25  Wend.  669;  Hoffman  v.  Dellhanty,  13  Abb.  Pr.  388. 
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I  0S9.  For  rent  reserved  in  a  lease. 

Form  No.  238.  • 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  entered  into  a  covenant  with  plain^ 

tiff,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed 
hereto,  and  made  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked  "  Exhibit  A  " 
[or  state  the  Substance  of  the  agreement]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  rent  for  the  month 
ending  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  amount- 
ing to dollars. 

[Demand  o*  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  lease,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.*'] 

f  930.  Parties.  Where  parties  own  tracts  in  severalty,  they 
can  not  join  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  entire  tract.' 

%  081.  Designation  of  premises.  The  premises  may  be  desig- 
nated by  a  simple  reference  to  the  lease,  as  in  the  above  form.* 

§  932.  Forfeiture.  The  tenant  can  not  insist  that  his  own 
act  amounted  to  a  forfeiture;  if  he  could,  the  consequence 
would  be  that  in  every  instance  of  an  action  of  covenant  for 
rent  brought  on  a  lease  containing  a  provision  that  it  should  be 
void  on  the  nonperformance  of  the  covenants,  the  landlord 
would  be  defeated  by  a  tenant  showing  his  own  default  at  a 
prior  period,  which  made  the  lease  void.^  At  common  law  there 
was  no  forfeiture  of  an  estate  for  years  for  the  nonpayment  of 
rent.®  By  failure  to  pay  rent  when  demanded,  the  contract 
under  the  lease  is  determined,  and  possession  from  that  time  is 

3Tennant  v.  Pflater,  51  Cal.  511.  One  tenant  in  common  can  not 
alone  maintain  an  action  for  use  and  occupation.  Dorsett  v.  Gray, 
1)8  Ind.  273. 

4  Dundass  v.  Lord  Wymouth,  Oowp.  665:  Van  Rensselaer  v. 
Bradlpy,  3  Den.  135;  45  Am.  Dec.  451.  Where  there  are  no  wrltinjrR. 
it  is  sufliolent  if  the*  premises  can  be  ascertained  and  located  from 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint.  Kleman  v.  Terry.  20  Orejs.  41H: 
see  Gustaveson  v.  Otis.  27  N.  Y.  Siipp.  280. 

RDoe  d.  Bryan  v.  BanlvS.  4  B.  ^-  Aid.  409:  Stuyvesant  v.  Davis. 
9  PalRe  Ch.  427:  Camfiold  r.  Westcott.  5  Cow.  270. 

eChipman  v.  Emerlc,  3  Cal.  273. 
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tortious/  But  the  mere  failure  to  pay  will  not  make  a  forfeit- 
ure; a  formal  demand  on  the  day  it  becomes  due  is  necessary .• 
Where  the  record  shows  no  demand  of  rent,  there  can  be  no 
forfeiture.* 

$  933.  Liability  of  tenant.  The  tenant  is  liable  to  payment 
until  he  has  restored  full  and  complete  possession  to  the  land- 
lord, and  his  liability  to  pay  the  rent  is  not  discharged  by  an 
eviction,  unless  under  a  title  superior  to  the  landlord's,  or  by 
some  agency  of  the  landlord's.  ^^ 

{  934.  Term  of  lease.  If  the  tenant  takes  a  jeceipt  from 
his  landlord,  specifying  the  amount  of  rent  paid,  and  the  length 
of  the  term,  to  commence  on  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  the  new 
term  will  be  for  the  time  specified  in  the  receipt.  No  new  ten- 
ancy by  implication  arises  in  such  cases.^^  Where  a  landlord 
served  upon  his  tenant,  who  was  occupying  under  him  certain 
premises,  under  a  rent  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per 
month,  a  notice  to  quit,  but  before  the  time  at  which,  by  the 
effect  of  the  notice,  the  tenancy  would  have  terminated,  the 
tenant,  through  a  third  person,  proposed  to  the  landlord  to 
continue  his  occupancy,  at  a  rent  of  three  hundred  dollars,  with 
which  proposal  the  landlord  expressed  himself  satisfied,  but  did 
not  in  terms  notify  the  tenant  of  his  acceptance  of  it,  and  he 
continued  to  occupy  the  premises,  it  was  held,  in  an  isu;tion  by 
the  landlord  for  rent  at  the  rate  of  three  hundred  dollars  per 
month,  that  it  must  be  inferred  that  the  subsequent  occupation 
of  the  tenant  was  with  the  consent  of  the  landlord,  on  the 
basis  of  the  proposal,  rather  than  as  a  trespasser,  and  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.^^ 

S  985.  For  deficiency  after  a  re-entry. 

Form  No.  239. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  by  a  lease  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant,   on    the   day    of   18 . . ,    at 

the  defendant  rented  from  the  plaintiff,  and  the 

7  Treat  v,  Llddell.  10  Oal.  302. 

8  Gaskfll  V.  Trainer.  3  Cal.  .^^. 
9ChiT>Tnan  v.  Emeric.  3  Cal.  273. 

10  Schilllii<r  V.  Holmes,  23  C^l.  227. 

11  Bliimenberfir  v.  Myres.  32  Cal.  98;  91  Am.  Dec.  5flO. 
HHoff  V.  Batim.  21  Cal.  120. 
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plainlilf  clLmiscd  and  leased  to  the  defendant,  the  premises 
therein  mentioned,  at  the  monthly  rent  of dol- 
lars, gold  coin,  payable  monthly  in  advance,  on  the 

day  of  each  and  every  month,  and  that  said  indenture  contained 
a  covenant  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  covenant]. 

II.  The  defendant)  contrary' to  his  covenant  [state  the  breach], 
and  that  the  plaintiff  for  that  cause  re-entered  the  premises,  and 
took  possession  thereof  by  virtue  of  the  authority  given  in  said 
lease,  and  as  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that 
he  made  diligent  efforts  to  relet  the  premises  for  the  defendant, 
but  was  unable  to  do  so. 

III.  That  thereby  the  plaintiff  lost  the  sum  of 

dollars  for  rent  for  the  months  of and 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  986.  Surrender  of  premiaee.  One  of  the  most  important 
duties  of  the  tenant  is  to  peaceably  surrender  the  premises  as 
soon  as  the  tenancy  has  expired.^*  The  surrender  of  a  lease- 
hold estate  is  the  merger  of  the  fee,  but  this  will  not  defeat  the 
rights  of  a  third  party  intervening  before  the  merger  took 
effect." 

f  937.  Waiver  of  forfeiture.  The  subsequent  receipt  of  the 
rent  by  the  lessor  is  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture  unless  the  cove- 
nant has  a  continuing  covenant,  or  the  lessor  was  ignorant  of 
the  breach.*^  The  forfeiture  of  a  lease  is  not  waived  by  the 
lessor  allowing  the  tenant  to  hold  over,  without  notice  to  quit,, 
unless  the  circumstances  show  a  new  term  created.** 

f  988.  Against  aeaignee  of  lessee. 

Form  No.  240, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  by  a 

lease  made  between  this  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.,  under  the  hand 
and  peal  of  said  A.  B.  ("of  which  a  copy  is  annexed],  this  plain- 
tiff lonsor?  fo  said  A.  B..  and  paid  A.  B.  rented  from  the  plaintiff, 
certain  lands,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  said  A.  B.  and  his  assigns, 
from  the day  of ,  18. .,  for  the  term 

18  SchfllinR  V.  Holmes*  23  Cal.  227. 
14  Oaokill  V.  TYalner,  3  Cal.  834. 
iftMcOlyDn  v.  Moore.  25  r«!.  384. 
leoalderwood  v.  BroDks,  28  Cal.  151. 
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of ,  then  next  ensuing,  for  the  [monthly]  rent  of 

dollars,  payable  to  this  plaintiff  on  the   [state 

days  of  payment],  which  rent  said  A.  B.  did  thereby,  for  him- 
self and  his  assigns,  covenant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  accordingly. 

II.  That  thereafter,  and  during  said  term,  to-wit,  on  the 

.' day  of   ,  18. .,  [naming  a  day  before 

breach],  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  said  A.  B.  in  said  term, 
by  an  assignment  then  by  him  made,  became  vested  in  the 
defendant,  who  thereupon  entered  into  possession  of  the  demised 
premises. 

III.  That  during  the  time  the  defendant  was  so  possessed  of 

the  premises,  to-wit,  on  the   day  of   , 

18. .,  the  sum  of dollars  of  said  rent,  for  the 

month  ending  on  that  day  [or  otherwise]  ,*  became  due  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant. 

IV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  or  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  989.  AssigxunexLt.  In  such  cases  the  assignment  need  not 
be  more  specifically  alleged." 

f  940.  Liability.  The  liability  of  an  assignee  is  confined  to 
the  term  during  which  he  holds  the  premises,  by  himself,  or  his 
immediate  tenants.^®  The  assignee  of  a  lease  may  discharge 
himself  from  all  liability  under  the  covenants  of  a  lease,  by 
assigning  over;  and  the  assignment  over  may  be  to  a  beggar,  a 
feme  covert,  or  a  person  on  the  eve  of  quitting  the  country 
foreyer,  providing  the  assignment  be  executed  before  his  de- 
parture, and  even  though  a  premium  is  given  as  an  inducement 
to  accept  the  transfer.^® 

f  941.  Nonpayment.  It  is  sufiScient  to  aver  that  the  defend- 
ant has  not  paid  the  same.^ 

17  Van  Bensaelaer  v.  Bradley,  d  Den.  135;  45  Am.  Dec.  451; 
Norton  v.  Vnltee,  1  Hall,  427. 

i^Astor  v.  L'Amoreux,  4  Sandf.  524.  As  to  the  liability  of  one 
In  possession  without  a  valid  assiiaiment,  see  Carter  v.  Hammett, 
12  Barb.  263;  Ryerss  v.  Farwell,  9  Id.  615. 

i»  Johnson  v.  Sherman,  15  Gal.  287;  76  Am.  Deo.  481;  citing  2 
Piatt  on  Leases,  410. 

30  Dubois,  Ex'rs  of,  v.  Van  Orden,  6  Johns.  105;  Van  Rensselaer 
T.  Bradley,  3  Den.  135;  45  Am.  Dec.  451;  Holsman  ▼.  De  Gray, 
6  Abb.  Pr.  79. 
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§  942.  Grantee  of  reversion  against  lessee. 

Form  No.  241. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  one  A.  B.  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  certain  premises 

[describe  them],  and  on  the  day  of  , 

18. .,  by  a  lease  made  between  him  and  the  defendant,  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  defendant,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed 
and  made  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked  "  Exhibit  A,^'  he 

leased  to  the  defendant  said  premises,  from  tlie day  of 

,  18. .,  for  the  term  of then  next 

ensuing,  for  the   [monthly  or  yearly]   rent  of   

dollars,  payable  to  said  A.  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  on  the 
[state  days  of  payment],  which  rent  the  defendant  did  thereby 
covenant  to  pay  to  said  A.  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  accordingly. 

II.  That  thereafter,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  said  A.  B.,  by  his  deed,  under  his  hand 

and  seal,  sold  and  conveyed  to  this  plaintiff  the  demised  premises. 

III.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  this  defendant. 

IV.  That  thereafter,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18 . . ,  the  sum  of dollars  of  said  rent,  for  the 

quarter  ending  on  that  day  [or  otherwise],  became  due  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

<  943.  Allegation  of  assignunent. 

Form  No.  242. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  said  A.  B.  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  said  lease  and  covenants, 
and  all  his  right  to  the  rent  therein  secured. 

i  044.  Allegation  by  heir  of  reversioner. 

Form  No.  243. 

That  the  said  A.  B.  was  on  the dav  of , 

18. .,  seised  of  the  reversion  in  said  demised  premises.    That 

afterwards,  and  during  the  said  term,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  A.  B.  died  so  seised:  whereupon  the  said 

reversion  then  descended  to  the  plaintiff  as  his  son  and  heir,  and 
thereby  plaintiff  then  became  seised  thereof  in  fee. 
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§  945.  Assignments.  In  these  actions,  the  complaint  should 
specifically  allege  the  assignments  to  the  grantee,  and  the  better 
plan  is  to  annex  a  copy  or  copies  (if  there  be  several)  to  the  com- 
plaint.^^ It  should  be  alleged  distinctly  that  there  was  a  lease^ 
that  the  defendant  was  lessee,  and  is  sued  for  the  rent.^ 

§  846.  Assignee  of  devisee  against  assignee  of  lessee. 

Form  No.  244. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  one  A.  B.  was  in  his  lifetime  the  owner  in  fee  of 
certain  premises  [describe  them],  and  that  on  the  .        ....  day 

of ,  18. .,  he  leased  the  same  to  one  C.  D.,  by  his 

lease  dated  on  that  day,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed  as 
part  of  this  complaint,  and  marked  "  Exhibit  A." 

n.  That  by  virtue  thereof  the  said  C.  D.  entered  into  the 
possession  of  the  demised  premises. 

III.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  said  C.  D.  assigned  all  his  right,  title,  and 

interest  in  the  demised  premises  to  the  defendant. 

IV.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  died. 

V.  That  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  which  was  proved 
and  admitted  to  probate  before  the  Probate  Court  of  the  county 

of ,  in  this  state,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  the  said  A.  B.  devised  the  reversion  and  rent  to  one  E.  F. 

VI.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  E.  F.  assigned  the  said  reversion  and 

rent  to  the  plaintiff. 

VIT.  That  after  the  said  E.  F.  so  assigned  the  said  reversion 
and  rent  to  the  plaintiff,  the  sum  of dollars  ac- 
crued as  the  rent  of  said  premises  for  the  [month  or  quarter] 

ending  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  under  and 

according  to  the  terms  of  said  lease. 

VIII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Jxjbgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  lease,  marked  '*  Exhibit  A."]  ^ 

»  Beardsley  v.  Knight  4  Vt.  471. 

22  Willard  y.  Tillman,  2  Hill,  274. 

28  It  Is  not  expected  that  this  form  win  be  of  special  ns^  to  the 
profession  In  California,  but  instances  may  present  themselvea 
where  It  may  be  of  utlUty,  and  It  Is,  therefore,  inserted. 
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f  947.  Executor  and  devisee^  One  who  is  both  executor  and 
devisee  of  the  lessor  may  join  a  claim  for  rent  subsequent  to  the 
decease  of  testator  with  a  claim  for  damages  for  breach  of 
covenant  respecting  personal  property  embraced  in  the  lease.^ 

f  948.  For  iise  and  occupation  of  pasture.  ^t 

Form  No,  245, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

y  the  defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff^  and  the 

plaintiff  rented  to  the  defendant^  the  vacant  lot  of  land  [de- 
scribe it],  at  the  rent  of dollars  per  month,  pay- 
able in  gold  coin,  monthly  [or  otherwise],  on  the  first  day  of 
each  month. 

II.  That  defendant  occupied  said  lot  by  permission  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  as  his  tenant,  under  said  agreement,  for  the 

grazing  of  his  sheep  [or  cattle],  from  the  day  of 

,  18..,  to  the  day  of  , 

18.. 

JII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  rent  for  the  months 

of and 

[Deuand  op  Judgment.] 

8  949.  Bequest  and  permission.  The  allegation  that  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  lot  in  question  was  at  the  request  of  de- 
fendant, and  by  the  permission  of  plaintiff,  is  the  allegation,  of 
a  contract,  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  establish  to  enable 
him  to  succeed.* 

I  960.  Terms  stated.  If  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  contract 
for  the  pasturage  of  cattle  at  a  fixed  price,  does  not  insert  in 
his  complaint  any  quantum  valehat  count,  judgment  must  be  for 
the  stipulated  sum,  or  for  the  defendant.* 

f  961.  For  use  and  occupation  —  implied  contract. 

Form  No.  246. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  defendant  occupied  the  [stable  or  dwellinfir-house,  Na. 
47 \. .  street] ,  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  from 

^Armstrone  v.  Hall,  17  How.  Pr.  7B. 
2R  Sampson  v.  Rohaeffpr,  3  Oal.  201. 
^  Seale  v.  EmerBon.  25  Cal.  203. 
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the day  of • . . .,  18* .,  until  the  •  •  •  •  •  •  •  • 

day  of ^18.. 

II.  That  the  use  of  the  said  premises  for  the  said  period  waa 
reasonably  worth dollars. 

ill.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  962.  When  action  lies.  No  action  for  use  and  oocupaiion 
will  lie  where  possession  is  adverse  and  tortious^  for  there  can 
be  no  implication  of  a  contract.^  The  right  to  recover  for  use 
and  occupation  is  founded  alone  upon  contract.^  Or  an  agree- 
ment by  which  the  tenant,  with  permission  of  the  owner,  occu- 
pied the  premises.®  But  in  certain  cases  a  contract  may  be 
implied.*^  And  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  upon  an 
undertaking  on  appeal,  the  defendants  are  estopped  from 
denying  that  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  was  in  possession  at 
the  time  he  took  his  appeal  and  gave  the  undertaking.'*  If  the 
occupation  was  contrary  to  the  owner's  will,  his  action  must  be 
for  damages.*^  If  the  complaint  shows  that  the  occupation  waa 
a  trespass,  it  is  of  course  bad  on  demurrer.^ 

f  953.  Essential  allefirations  —  title  —  indebtedness.  The  plain- 
tiff need  not  set  forth  an  implied  demise,  but  may  declare  for 
use  and  occupation,  and  recover  on  the  special  facts  shown,** 
No  tenancy  can  be  implied  under  a  party  who  has  not  the  legal 
estate.*^    But  it  would  appear  that  one  occupying  and  paying 

27  Sampson  v.  Shaeffer,  3  Oal.  106;  Ramirez  v.  Murray,  5  Gal.  222; 
and  see  Hurley  v.  I^moreaux,  29  Minn.  138;  Strin^ellow  v.  Ourry, 
76  Ala.  394. 

28  O'Connor  v.  Corbett,  3  Oal.  370;  Espy  v.  Fan  ton,  5  Oreg.  423; 
Lankford  v.  Green,  «52  Ala.  103. 

29  Atkins  Y.  Humphrey  et  als-*  52  Eng.  Com.  L.  653;  Selby  v. 
Browne,  7  Q.  B,  620;  63  Bug.  Com.  L.  620. 

30  Osgood  V.  Dewey,  13  Johns.  240;  Abeel  v.  Radcliff,  Id.  297; 
7  Am.  Dee.  377;  Porter  v.  Bleller,  17  Barb.  149;  Ryerss  v.  Farwell, 
9  id.  615. 

31  Murdock  r.  Brooks,  38  Gal.  596. 

82  Smith  T.  Stewart.  6  Johns.  46;  5  Am.  Dec.  186;  Bancroft  ▼. 
WardweU,  13  Johns.  489;  7  Am.  Dec.  396;  Hall  v.  Sonthmayd,  15 
Barb.  32. 

38  Hurd  V.  Miller,  2  Hilt.  540. 

34  Morris  y.  Niles,  12  Abb.  Pr.  103;  Waters  y.  dark,  22  How.  Pr. 
104. 

aoMorgeU  v.  Paul,  2  Man.  &  R.  303. 
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rent  to  an  apparent  proprietor  as  his  landlord,  can  not,  when 
sued,  allege  that  he  has  only  the  equitable  estate.^  An  aver- 
ment of  use  and  occupation  as  tenant  is  a  sufficient  averment 
of  indebtedness.^^  The  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  defendant 
'used  and  occupied  the  premises  by  the  permission  of  the  plain- 
•  tiflf.^  It  seems  that  in  this  action  plaintiff  need  not  aver  title, 
'and  the  defendant  can  not  object  to  his  title.^® 

§  953a.  The  same  —  continued.  It  is  held  that  rent  reserved 
i  in  a  written  lease  under  seal  can  not  be  recovered  under  a  count 
in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.'*^  But  it  is  settled  other- 
wise in  Michigan.*^  Tinker  the  common  counts,  the  plaintiff 
is  not  bound  to  prove  a  special  contract  in  order  to  recover  a 
reasonable  price  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  premises.*^  A 
complaint  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  which  fails 
to  allege  any  facts  showing  that  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  subsisted  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  at  tlie 
time  of  the  alleged  use  and  occupation,  or  any  part  thereof, 
fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action,  and  is  demurrable.**  So  under 
a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  where  action  is  brought  to  recover 
accrued  rent  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  the  com- 
plaint does  not  allege  an  agreement  or  a  custom  from  which 
it  appears  that  the  rent  was  due  when  the  suit  was  commenced, 
the  complaint  is  insufficient,  since,  under  such  a  tenancy,  in  the 
absence  of  a  special  agreement  or  custom  to  the  contrary,  rent 
is  not  due  until  the  end  of  the  year.**  An  objection  to  a  com- 
plaint for  rent  alleged  to  be  due  upon  an  indenture  of  lease, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  sufficiently  aver 
demand  and  nonpayment,  is  waived  by  failure  to  demur  especi- 
ally thereto,  and  can  not  be  urged  upon  general  demurrer.** 

86  Dolby  T.  lies,  11  Ad<r  &  E.  335. 

87  Walker  v.  Mauro,  18  Mo.  5d4. 

88  Sampson  v.  Schaeffer,  3  Cal.  196;  Hathaway  t.  Ryan,  35  id.  188; 
Dixon  V.  Ahern.  19  Nev.  422. 

s»  Vemam  v.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  329. 

40  Smiley   v.    McLaughlin,   138  Mass.   868;   and   see   Preston    v. 
Hawley,  101  N.  Y.  588. 

41  Beecher  v.  Dutfleld,  97  Mich.  423. 

42  Jacksonville,  etc..  R.  R  Oo.  v.  Louisville,  etc..  R.  R  Co..  IfiO 
111.  480. 

48  Hurley  v.  Lamoreaux.  29  Minn.  138;  and  see  SaTlngs  Bank  v. 
Aull,  80  Mo.  199;  Henderson  v.  Detroit  61  Mich.  378. 
44  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  R  Oo.  t.  First  Nat.  Bonk,  134  Ind.  127. 
48  Bliss  V.  Sneath,  103  Cal.  43. 
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« 

And  the  failure  of  a  complaint,  in  an  action  for  rent  due  under 
a  written  lease,  to  allege  the  performance,  or  an  excuse  for 
the  nonperformance,  of  the  covenants  of  the  lease  to  be  per- 
formed on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  if  error,  is  error  without  in- 
jury, where  the  covenants  are  set  up  in  a  counterclaim  and 
their  breach  therein  alleged,  and  the  case  is  tried  upon  the 
issues  thus  raised.^  A  complaint  which  alleges  that  D.  (third 
person)  rented  a  store  to  the  defendant  at  his  request,  for  which 
the  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  reasonable 
value,  and  further  alleging  the  reasonable  value  and  nonpay- 
ment, states  a  cause  of  action.*'^ 

§  964.  Parties.  The  grantee  of  demised  premises,  on  the  re- 
version thereof,  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  suit  for  the  recovery 
of  rent  which  accrued  and  became  due  before,  and,  a  fortiori, 
after  the  conveyance  to  him.  After  such  conveyance  an  action 
by  the  grantor  for  rent  can  not  be  sustained.*®  Tenants  in 
common  may  join  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  without 
showing  a  joint  demise.*®  So,  in  England,  an  infant  can  also 
maintain  this  action,  although  he  has  a  general  guardian.*"^ 

§  956.  Separate  demands.  In  New  York,  in  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation,  demands  for  rent  which  accrued  in  the  lifo> 
time  of  a  decedent,  and  for  rent  accruing  after  his  decease,  whilo 
the  tenancy  was  continued  by  the  executors  on  account  of  the 
estate,  are  properly  joined  as  one  cause  of  action,  against  the 
executors  as  such." 

f  966.  Tenant  at  will.  Tf  a  party  enter  upon  land  which  he 
has  contracted  to  purchase,  with  the  consent  of  the  vendor,  and 
the  contract  falls  through  because  the  purchaser  fails  to  pay  as 
agreed,  the  vendor  may  treat  him  as  a  tenant  at  will,  and  mnv 
bring  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation,  or  it  seems  he  may 

^eGlUeeple  v.  Hagans,  90  Oal.  90.  Instance  of  sufficient  allega- 
tion of  an  Implied  contract.  See  Bank  of  Sun.  City  v.  NefP,  50  Kan. 
506. 

47  Schneider  v.  White,  12  OreiBr.  503. 

48  Anderson  v.  Treed  well,  1  Edm.  201. 
«  Porter  v.  Bleiler.  17  Barb.  149. 

BO  Porter  v.  Bleiler.  17  Barb.  149;  and  see  Fltzmaurice  v.  Waugh^ 
3  Dowl.  &  R.  273;  16  En  jr.  Com.  L.  R.  169. 
M  Pvglsey  V.  Aiken,  11  N.  Y.  494. 

74 
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maintain  trespass.^^  After  the  determination  of  a  tenancy  at  will 
by  notice^  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  lies  against  the 
tenant^  if  he  holds  over.** 

I  957.  Interest.  Interest  may  be  recovered  on  a  claim  for  use 
and  occupation^  after  demand.^ 

I  958.  ImproTementB.  A  defendant  who  entered  under  a 
bond  for  a  deed  from  the  plaintiff^  can  not  set  off  his  improve- 
ments against  the  damages  for  use  and  occupation.^ 

•    I  959.  For  lodging  and  board. 

Form  No.  24/. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  from  the day  of ,  18. .,  un- 
til the day  of >  IB.  ^,  defendant  occupied 

certain  rooms  in  the  house  [No.  54 street,  city  of 

]  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  fur- 
nished by  the  plaintiff^  at  his  request,  with  food,  attendance, 
and  other  necessaries. 

II.  That  in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant  promised  to 

pay  [or  the  same  was  reasonably  worth]  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  960.  Allegation  for  lodgrlng. 

Form  No.  248. 
That  the  defendant  occupied  rooms  in,  and  part  of  the  house 
of  the  plaintiff,  at  [and  if  furnished,  add,  to- 

»2  Woodbury  v.  Woodbury,  47  N.  H.  11;  ©7  Am.  Dec.  581:  Jones 
T.  Nathrop,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  279. 

MHo^sett  V.  Ellla.  17  Mich.  351;  3  Am.  Ijblw  Rev.  7.57.  758. 
\  recovery  can  l>e  had  !n  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  when" 
the  defendant  holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term.  County 
OommlRRloners  v.  Brown.  2  Col.  App.  473. 

MTen  Kyck  v.  Hmiprhtallnp:.  12  How.  Pr.  523.  Where  the  de- 
fendant holds  under  color  of  title  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
true  measure  of  damages  is  held  to  be  the  fair  rental  valne  of  the 
premises,  together  with  Interest  thereon  to  the  time  of  the  trial. 
Meeker  v.  Oardella.  1  Wash.  St.  139. 

H  Kilbum  T.  Ritchie.  2  Cal.  146;  56  Am.  Dec.  326. 
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gether  with  furniture^  linen  and  other  household  necessaries 
of  the  plaintiff  which  were  therein]^  by  the  plaintiff's  penois- 
liion^  as  his  tenant^  from^  etc. 

I  861.  Vor  thm  hire  of  personal  property. 

Farm  No,  249. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. .,  and 

the day  of ,  18. .,  the  defendant  hired 

from  the  plaintiff  [horses,  carriages,  etc.],  for  which  he  prom- 
ised to  pay  the  plaintiff,  on  account  thereof,  the  sum  of 

dollars  on  the day  of ,  18 . . 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  [or  that  no 
part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  except  the  sum  of,  etc.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  962.  Essential  allegations.  Facts  on  which  the  amount  of 
compensation  depends  must  be  set  f  orth.^  The  word  "  hired  " 
implies  a  request.**^ 

I  963.  Hire  of  a  piano-forte,  with  damages  fOr  not  returning  it. 

Form  No.  250- 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

First. —  For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

!.#  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff  one  piano- 
forte, the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  space  of  [six  ]  months, 
then  next  ensuing,  to  be  returned  to  this  plaintiff  at  the  expira- 
tion of  said  time  in  good  condition,  reasonable  wear  excepted, 
for  the  use  of  which  he  promised  to  pay  this  plaintiff  a  reason- 
able sum  [or  state  how  much]. 

IT.  That dollars  was  a  reasonable  sum  for  the 

hire  of  the  same. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 
Second. — And  for  a  second  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  the  value  of  the  piano-forte  so  hired  by  the  defend- 
ant, as  above  alleged,  was dollars,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  violation  of  his  agreement,  has  not  returned  the 

MRelyea  v.  Drew,  1  Den.  561. 
OTEmery  v.  Fell,  2  T.  B.  2& 
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eame^  although  he  wa^  on  the day  of , 

18.  .^  at ,  requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do;  to 

the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  964.  Hire  of  fumiturey  etc,  with  damages  for  ill-oM. 

Form  No.  251. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
First. —  For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  rented  to  the  defendant,  and  the 

defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff,  household  furniture,  plate, 
pictures,  and  books,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit  [de- 
scribe the  articles],  for  the  space  of  then  next 

ensuing,  to  be  returned  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  expiration 
of  said  time,  in  good  condition,  reasonable  wear  and  tear  thereof 
excepted. 

II.  That  he  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  thereof 

dollars   [in  equal  quarterly  payments,  on  the 

days  of thereafter]. 

III.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 
Second. —  For  a  second  cause  of  action: 

I.  [Allege  as  in  preceding  form  to  II.] 

II.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty so  hired  by  the  defendant,  as  above  alleged,  was 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant,  m  violation  of  his  said  agreement 
to  return  the  same  in  good  condition,  neglected  the  same,  and 
through  Tiis  negligence,  carelessness,  and  ill-use  the  same  be- 
came broken,  defaced,  and  injured  beyond  the  reasonable  wear 
thereof,  and  in  that  condition  were  returned  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


SUBDIVISION  THIED. 

UPON   WWTTBN   INSTRUMENTS   FOR  THE    PAYMENT   OF 

MONEY  ONLY. 


CHAPTER  I. 

NEGOTIABLE  PAPEB^  BONDS^  ETO. 

I  965.  Against  maker. 

Form  No.  252, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the   defendant,  in   consideration  of , 

made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  a  certain  instru- 
ment in  writing,  of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed  and  made  a 
part  hereof  [or  an  instrument  in  writing  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  to-wit]. 

II.  That  by  the  terms  of  said  written  instrument,  the  defend- 
ant became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
thereof  on  his  part. 

IV.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  966.  Altered  instrument  —  onus  proband!.  A  party  who 
claims  under  an  instrument  which  appears  upon  its  face  to 
have  been  altered,  is  bound  to  explain  the  alteration.  But  not 
so,  when  the  alteration  is  averred  by  the  opposite  party,  and 
it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument.*  The 
alteration  of  the  number  of  a  state  bond,  payable  to  bearer,  and 

1  Fnited  States  v.  IJnn,  t  How.  (U.  8.)  104:  Odell  v.  Gallup.  62 
Iowa,  253;  Montgomery  v.  Crossthwnlt.  90  Ala.  5.^;  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 
832:  Nell  V.  Oase,  25  Kan.  510;  37  Am.  Rep.  259. 
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not  required  by  law  to  be  numbered^  is  immaterial,  and  though 
made  with  fraudulent  intent,  does  not  avoid  it  in  the  hands  of 
a  subsequent  bona  fide  holder  for  value  without  notice.^  lii 
California,  the  Code  provides  that  the  party  producing  a  writ- 
ing as  genuine  which  has  been  altered,  or  appears  to  have  been 
altered,  after  its  execution,  in  a  part  material  to  the  question 
in  dispute,  must  account  for  the  appearance  or  alteration.  He 
may  show  that  the  alteration  was  made  by  another  without  his 
concurrence,  or  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  affected 
by  it,  or  otherwise  properly  or  innocently  made,  or  that  the 
alteration  did  not  change  the  meaning  or  language  of  the  in- 
strument. If  he  do  that,  he  may  give  the  writing  in  evidence, 
but  not  otherwise.' 

I  967.  Consideration,  when  and  how  must  be  alleged.  Where 
a  copy  of  the  instrument  declared  on  is  set  out  in  the  complaint^ 
and  it  purports  to  be  for  value  received,  that  is  a  sufficient 
allegation  of  a  consideration.^  In  California,  a  written  instru- 
ment is  presumptive  evidence  of  a  consideration.^  In  declar- 
ing upon  such  instrument,  it  may  be  unnecessary  to  aver  a 
consideration  if  the  instrument  set  out  expresses  one;  but  if 
none  is  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  insrument,  it  is;  and  it 
is  the  better  practice  in  all  cases  imless  upon  negotiable  instru- 
ments. Where  the  instrument  neither  expresses  a  considera- 
tion nor,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sealed  instrument  or  negotiable 
paper,  imports  one,  a  consideration  should  be  averred  .•  Where 
the  instrument  requires  a  consideration  to  support  it,  the  con- 
sideration must  be  averred  in  the  complaint.*^  In  an  action  on 
a  written  instrument,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  con- 
sideration.^ In  Iowa  and  Indiana,  an  agreement  in  writing 
imports  a  consideration.®    In  a  sealed   instrument,  the  seal 

s  Common  wealth  v.  Emigrant  Industrial  Sav.  Bank.  98  Mass.  12; 
98  Am.  Dec.  128. 

sCal.  Oode  Olv.  Pro.,  S  1982;  see  MiUer  v.  I^uco,  80  Gal.  2R7: 
First  Nat  Bank  v.  Wolff,  79  Id.  69. 

4  Jerome  v.  Whitney,  7  Johna  321;  Walrad  v.  Potrie,  4  Wend. 
576;  Prindle  v.  Camthers,  15  N.  Y.  425. 

BClvn  Code.  «  V^14:  see  S  321,  ante. 

«  Spear  v.  Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  437. 

T  Prindle  v.  Camthers,  10  How.  Pr.  33:  Joeeph  t.  Holt,  87  Cal.  2B0. 

s  Sloan  T.  Gibson.  4  Mo.  32;  Caples  t.  Branbam,  20  id.  244:  64 
Am.  Dec.  183. 
.    •  Tousley  ▼.  Olds,  6  Clark,  526. 
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imports  consideration.^^    So^  in  an  undertaking  to  answer  for 
the  debt  of  another.^^ 

I  968.  Ck>nstruction.  In  construing  written  instruments^  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  were  written,  and  the  subse- 
quent conduct  of  the  parties,  may  be  consulted.^*  Under  the 
Code,  the  recitals  of  an  instrument  averred  in  a  complaint  to 
have  been  executed  by  the  defendant,  have  the  same  effect  as 
specific  averments  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  recited.*^  When  the 
plaintiff  sets  out  in  his  complaint  the  contract  sued  on  in  the 
terms  in  which  it  is  written,  and  then  puts  a  false  construction 
on  its  terms,  the  allegation  repugnant  to  its  terms  should  be 
regarded  as  surplusage;^^  and  where  a  declaration  contains  an 
averment  of  a  fact  dehors  the  written  contract,  which  is  in 
itself  immaterial,  the  party  making  such  averment  is  not  bound 
to  prove  it.**^  In  Massachusetts,  where  a  written  agreement 
has  been  executed  by  one  person  only,  by  which  he  agreed  to 
deliver  to  another,  upon  the  formation  of  a  coal  company, 
and  when  the  certificate  should  have  been  issued,  a  certain 
anjiount  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  and  the  agreement  recites 
that  the  person  who  was  to  receive  the  stock  agreed,  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  to  sell  a  certain  amount  of  the  stock  of  the 
company  at  a  specified  valuation,  and  collect  payment  therefor, 
a  declaration  in  an  action  against  the  signer  of  the  agreement 
is  demurrable  which  does  not  allege  that  there  was  a  considera- 
tion for  the  defendant's  promise,  or  that  the  company  has  been 
formed,  the  certificates  issued,  or  the  specified  amount  of  stock 
sold,  and  payment  therefor  collected  by  the  plaintiff.^* 

lOMcCiu^y  V.  Beach.  10  Oal.  461;  Willis  v.  Kempt,  17  id.  98; 
Clark  V.  Thorpe,  2  Boew.  680;  County  of  Montgomery  v.  Auchley, 
92  Mo.  126. 

11  Bush  V.  Stevens,  24  Wend.  256.  A  valuable  consideration  for 
the  assumption  of  a  contract  to  furnish  water  is  sufficiently  shown 
by  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant,  for  a  con- 
siderable time,  collected  the  price  and  notes  therein  mentioned. 
Horsky  v.  Water  Co.,  13  Mont.  229. 

i«  McNeil  V.  Shirley,  33  Oal.  202. 

18  Slack  V.  Heath,  1  Abb.  Pr.  331. 

14  Love  V.  S.  N.  L.  W.  &  M.  Co,  32  CW.  639;  91  Am.  Doc.  602; 
Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Col.  300. 

w  Wilson  V.  Codman's  Executors,  3  Cranch,  193. 

iSMurdock  v.  Caldwell,  8  Allen  (Mass.),  309.  On  the  back  of  a 
certificate  for  stock  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  Indorsed 
LB  agreement  to  pay  the  plaintiff  therefor  a  certain  amount  after 
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All  the  terms  of  the  promise,  including  the  kind  of  money  in 
which  the  payment  is  to  be  made,  are  to  be  ascertained  by  an 
inspection  and  construction  of  the  instrument.^'' 

$  969.  Date  of  an  instrument.  In  pleading  a  written  instru* 
ment,  e.  g.,  a  release,  if  the  only  materiality  of  the  date  is  that 
it  was  after  another  event,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  was  so.^* 

§  970.  Delivery.  A  delivery  of  a  deed  need  not  be  stated  in 
a  pleading,  and  it  may  be  stated  to  have  been  made  on  a  day 
other  than  its  date.  Time  need  not  be  averred,  unless  it  be  the 
essence  of  the  contract.^®  That  an  instrument  was  executed, 
imports  a  delivery.^  The  delivery  of  a  promissory  note  ia  suffi- 
ciently averred  by  implication,  and  indorsement  is  unnecessary 
to  transfer  the  title.^^ 

$  971.  Executed  Implies  subscribed.  An  averment  that  an 
agreement  was  "  executed,"  amounts  to  an  averment  that  it  was 
"  subscribed  "  by  the  party  to  be  charged.^  If,  in  pleading  a 
deed  executed  by  a  married  woman,  the  pleader  states  that  it 
was  executed  by  attorney,  he  must  also  state  the  facts  whieh 
make  the  case  one  in  which  such  mode  of  execution  is  valid,  or 
his  pleading  is  demurrable.^ 

§  972.  Foreign  language.  If  the  instrument  is  in  a  foreign 
language,  it  is  sufficient  on  demurrer  to  set  it  forth  in  that  lan- 
guage.^ But  it  is  better  to  plead  it  according  to  its  legal 
effect. 

three  years  on  the  surrender  of  the  certlfieata  In  an  action 
thereon,  it  was  held  unnecessary  to  allege  a  consideration  for  the 
pix>ml8e^  but  that  It  was  sufficient  th&t  the  plaintiff  accepted  it,  and 
notified  the  defendants  thereof  In  a  reasonable  time,  and  before  the 
offer  had  been  withdrawn.    Wheaton  v.  Rampaoker,  3  Wy.  442. 

17  Burnett  v.  Stearns,  33  Cal.  468. 

i«  KeUogg  V.  Baker.  If)  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

10  Oo.  Eliz.  178;  Ashmore  v.  Rypley,  Cro.  Jac  420;  Moore  v.  Jones, 
2  JA.  Raym.  1538;  Tbmpkins  v.  Corwin,  9  Cow.  255;  Brinkerboff  v. 
Lawrence,  2  Sandf.  CSh.  400. 

20  Brinkerhoff  v.  Lawrence,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  400. 

21  Perdy  v.  Vemiilyea,  8  N.  Y.  346. 

22  Cheney  v.  Cook,  7  Wis.  413. 

23  Johnston  v.  Taylor,  15  Abb.  Pr.  339. 

24  Noumy  v.  Dubosty,  12  Abb.  Pr.  128. 


^93  NEGOTIABLE  PAPEB^  BONDS^  ETC.        §§  973-976 

$  973.  GenuixiMieBs  deemed  admitted.  When  an  action  is 
brought  upon  a  written  instrument^  and  the  complaint  contains 
a  copy  of  such  instrument^  or  a  copy  is  annexed  thereto,  the 
genuineness  and  due  execution  of  such  instrument  shall  be 
deemed  admitted^  unless  the  answer  denying  the  same  be  veri- 
iied.^  This  section  extends  only  to  those  parties  who  are  al- 
leged to  have  "signed''  the  instrument.^  Therefore,  if  the 
action  is  against  an  administrator,  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
ture must  be  proved.^  So  proceedings  which  are  void  by  reason 
of  the  infirmity  of  the  statute  under  which  they  are  had,  are 
not  cured  by  an  averment  in  a  complaint  that  they  were  duly 
and  legally  had;  and  a  failure  to  deny  the  averment  in  the  an- 
swer is  not  an  admission  that  the  proceedings  were  valid  or 
legal» 

$  974.  Identity.  Where  the  note  was  made  payable  to  O. 
W.,  and  the  plaintiff  named  himself  as  Gilbert  W.,  it  was  held 
that  he  should  be  presumed  the  same  person.®  Where  the 
note  was  signed  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  partnership  ^*  &  Co.," 
and  in  the  action  the  defendants  were  named  individually,  it 
was  held  sufficient.^ 

I  975.  Indebtedness  of  defendant.  If  a  complaint  should 
only  allege  that  defendant  was  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  a  named 
sum,  which  defendant  refused  to  pay,  it  would  be  insufficient. 
It  must  allege  the  facts  which  constitute  the  indebtedness.*^ 

§  970.  Indorsement  of  sealed  instrument.  Assumpsit  may  be 
brought  on  the  unsealed  indorsement  of  a  sealed  writing.'^ 

2ft  Cal.  Oode  C?lv.  Pro.,  §  447. 
M  Heath  v.  Lent  1  Cal.  411. 
arid. 

28  People  V.  Hasting,  29  GaJ.  449. 

29  Marsball  v.  Rockwood,  12  How.  Pr.  452. 

30  Butchers  &  Drovers'  Bank  y.  Jacobson,  15  Abb.  Pr.  218; 
S.  C,  24  How.  Pr.  2M.  The  insertion  of  the  name  of  "  Wilson  " 
for  that  of  **  Nelson,"  by  a  clerical  error,  does  not  constitute  such 
ft  variance  between  the  l)ond  set  out  in  the  complaint  and  the  bond 
offered  in  evidence  as  could  in  any  manner  injure  the  defendants. 
Thalheimer  v.  Crow,  13  Ck)l.  397;  see  Hinchman  v.  Railway  Co., 
14  Wash.  St.  349. 

31  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Oal.  28;  70  Am.  Dec.  692. 

32  Campbell  v.  .Jordan,  Hemp.  534. 

Vol.  1—75 
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I  977.  InterMt  of  parties.  Where  the  covenant  purporteil 
to  be  xoade  between  two  persons  by  name^  of  the  hrst  part^  and 
the  corporate  company^  of  the  second  part^  and  only  one  of  the 
persons  of  the  first  part  signed  the  instrument,  and  the  cove- 
nant ran  between  the  party  of  the  first  part  and  the  party  of 
the  second  part,  it  was  proper  for  the  person  who  had  signed  on 
the  first  part  to  sue  alone;  because  the  covenant  inured  to  the 
benefit  of  those  who  were  parties  to  it.^ 

I  878.  Issue  of  warrant.  Averring  the  issue  of  a  warrant 
imports  a  seal,  if  the  case  is  one  in  which  a  seal  is  necessary.*'^ 

S  879.  Lost  instrument.  A  party  need  not  plead  loss  of  an 
instrument,  unless  it  be  a  negotiable  instrument  properly  in- 
dorsed.''^ A  motion  to  make  a  pleading  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain^ by  setting  forth  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  relied 
on  by  the  pleader,  should  not  prevail  where  it  appears  that  the 
instrument  is  lost,  and  the  pleading  apprises  the  adverse  party 
of  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  instrument.^ 

I  980.  Hew  promise,  when  to  be  alleged.  In  California  in  ac- 
tions upon  written  instruments  for  the  payment  of  money,  as 
promissory  notes,  the  date,  being  shown,  shows  the  period  when 
the  right  of  action  accrues.  In  such  cases,  any  new  promise 
which  has  been  made,  renewing  or  continuing  the  contract, 
should  be  alleged.^  In  Ohio,  this  provision  under  the  statute 
extends  to  accounts  and  other  instruments  "for  the  uncondi- 
tional payment  of  money  only.'*  But  a  judgment  can  not  be 
BO  pleaded.*^ 

I  981.  Promissory  notes.  When  a  copy  of  the  promiasory 
note  is  annexed  and  the  answer  is  not  verified,  the  due  execution 
and  genuineness  of  the  note  is  admitted.^  So  of  a  bond.  And 
if  the  complaint  contains  a  copy  of  the  written  instrument 
pued  on,  and  is  not  verified,  and  the  answer  denies  its  execu- 

M  PhlL,  W.  &  B.  R.  R.  C\>.  V.  Howard,  13  How.  (XT.  S.)  308. 
M  Beekman  v.  lYaver,  20  Wend.  07. 

S6  McCIusky  v.  Oerhauser,  2  Nev.  47;  see  Adams  t.  Baker.  16  R. 
I.  1;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  721. 
M  KelloRjir  V.  Baker  15  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

37  Smith  T.  Richmond,  10  Cal.  481:  see  I  682.  ante, 

38  Memphis  Med.  College  v.  Newton,  2  Handy.  163. 

3»  Burnett  v.  Stearns.  33  C«I.  468:  Horn  v.  Volcano  Wat.  06..  18- 
id.  62:  78  Am.  Dec.  569;  Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14  Oal.  112. 
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lion  but  is  not  sworn  to,  the  note  is  admissible  in  evidence  with- 
out proof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  signature.^^ 

I  088.  Writt«ii  instruments,  haw  proved.  An  instrument  in 
writing,  executed  and  attested  by  a  subscribing  witness  in  a 
foreign  country,  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  can 
be  proved  by  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the  party  wlio 
executed  it*^  The  intent  of  the  statute  is  fully  carried  out  by 
excluding  parol  testimony  to  contradict  a  deed;  but  where  par- 
ties admit  the  real  facts  of  the  transaction  in  their  pleadings^ 
these  admissions  are  to  be  taken  as  modifications  of  the  instru- 
ment,*^ as  no  proof  is  required  of  facts  admitted  or  not  denied.** 
Where  a  written  instrument  is  made  part  of  the  complaint  with 
both  the  first  and  second  counts,  and  in  the  second  count  is 
referred  to  as  already  on  file  with  the  former,  the  latter  will  be 
sufficient.**  The  legal  effect  of  written  documents  offered  in 
evidence  is  a  question  for  the  court  and  not  for  the  jury.**^ 

I  088.  Sealed  contract  —  allegations  in  actions  on.  Where  the 
sealing  of  an  instrument  is  sufficient  according  to  the  laws  of  a 
state  in  which  it  was  made,  the  remedy  upon  it  in  a  state  in 
which  such  mode  of  sealing  is  not  sufficient,  must  be  according 
to  the  law  of  the  latter  state,  instead  of  the  former.  Thus,  in 
New  York,  an  action  on  a  deed  sealed  with  a  scroll  must  be  an 
action  appropriate  to  unsealed  instruments.*^  An  impression 
of  the  seal  of  a  corporation  stamped  upon  the  paper  on  which 
a  mortgage  of  the  corporation  is  written,  is  a  good  seal,  al- 
though no  adhesive  substance  is  used.*^  In  declaring  on  a 
specialty,  it  must  be  averred  that  it  was  sealed  by  the  defendant. 
Setting  it  forth,  with  its  conclusion,  that  it  was  signed  and 

40  0orcoTan  v.  DoU,  32  Cal.  8S;  Horn  v.  Volcano  Wat.  Co.,  1.3  id. 
62;  73  Am.  Dec.  569;  Sacramento  Oounty  v.  Bird,  31  Cal.  66;  Bur- 
nett V.  Steams^  38  id.  468. 

4iMcMinn  v.  Whelan,  27  ObI.  300. 
'    43  Lee  V.  Bvans,  8  Gal.  424. 

45  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Oal.  28;  Landers  v.  Bolton,  26  Id.  416. 
44  Peck  V.  Hensley,  21  Ind.  344. 

46  Carpenter  v.  Thurston,  24  Cal.  268. 

4«  Warren  v.  Lynch,  5  Johns.  239;  Van  Sant  Wood  v.  Sandford,  12 
id.  198;  Oolt  V.  MlUiken.  1  Den.  376;  Andrews  v.  Herriot,  4  Cow. 
608;  4  Kent  451:  IT.  S.  Bank  v.  Donnally,  8  Pet.  362;  Story's  Oonfl. 
of  L.  47:  Thrasher  t.  Everett,  3  Gill  &  J.  234;  Douglass  v. 
Oldham,  6  N.  H.  150. 

47Hende6  v.  Pinkert«n,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  381. 
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sealed  with  the  name  of  the  defendant  and  with  an  L.  S.>  is  not 
fiuflScient;*®  although  "indenture,"  **deed/'  "writing  obliga- 
tory/' were  held  to  import  a  seal.**  The  delivery  of  a  specialty^ 
though  essential  to  its  validity,  need  not  be  stated  in  a  plead- 
ing. It  is  enough  to  allege  that  it  was  made  by  the  defendant, 
as  that  implies  delivery.*^  Where  the  law  requires  an  instru- 
ment to  be  under  seal  to  authorize  a  particular  remedy  thereon, 
it  is  necessary  to  state  that  it  is  under  seal.  But  where  it  is 
wholly  immaterial  whether  the  instrument  was  or  was  not  under 
seal,  an  averment  that  it  was  in  writing  is  supported  by  the  pro- 
duction  of  a  written  instrument,  either  with  or  without  a  seal 
attached."^  In  California  all  distinctions^  between  sealed  and 
imsealed  instruments  are  abolished."^ 

I  984.  Subscription  by  agent.  The  word  ^'  agent/'  appended 
to  the  signature  of  the  agent,  is  not  mere  descriptio  pcrsofiae. 
It  is  the  designation  of  the  capacity  in  which  he  acted  .*^  \Miere 
a  contract  purported  upon  its  face  to  have  been  made  by  an 
agent,  and  it  is  set  forth  in  full  in  the  complaint,  it  must  be 
alleged  that  the  agency  was  duly  constituted.** 

$  985.  Writing  implied.  An  award  set  forth,  "  as  in  the 
form  following/'  and  with  a  date,  may  be  presumed  to  have 
been  in  writing.**  When  the  terms  and  conditions  of  an  agree- 
ment are  set  out  in  a  complaint,  and  the  violation  of  that  agree- 

48  Cabell  V.  Vaughan.  1  Saund.  291;  1  Chit.  PI.  109;  Van  Sant  Wood 
T.  Sandford,  12  Johns.  197;  Macomb  v.  Thompson,  14  Id.  207.  To 
much  the  same  effect,  Staunton  v.  Camp,  4  Barb.  274. 

4»  Cabell  V.  Vaughan,  1  Saund.  291;  Phillips  v.  Cllft,  4  Hurist.  & 
N.  168. 

w>l  Chit  PI.  348;  Cabell  v.  Vaughan.  1  Saund.  291;  Marshall  v. 
Rockwood,  12  How.  Pr.  452;  Lafayette  Insurance  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
30  Barb.  491. 

61  Jenkins  v.  Pell,  20  Wend.  450. 

M  OIvll  Code,  S  1G29. 

M  Sayre  v.  Nichols,  7  Cal.  535;  68  Am.  Dec.  280;  see  Tolmie  v. 
Dean,  Wash.  Ter.  46.  That  "  executed  "  implies  "  subscribed."  see 
Cheney  v.  Oook.  7  Wia  413. 

M  Regents  v.  Detroit  Society,  12  Mich.  138.  In  an  action  upon  an 
instrument  executed  by  an  attorney  In  fact,  which  Is  made  a  part 
of  the  complaint,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  execution  by  the 
principal  without  setting  out  that  the  agent  had  been  constituted 
attorney  in  fact  for  the  purpose  of  its  execution.  Richmond  v. 
Voorhees,  10  Wash.  St.  316. 

ssMunro  v.  Alaire.  2  Cal.  820. 
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ment  is  charged  against  the  defendant^  if  it  is  such  an 
instrument  as  the  law  requires  to  be  in  writing,  and  the  com- 
plaint is  silent  whether  it  was  oral  or  in  writing,  courts  will 
presume  it  was  a  lawful  written  instrument,  until  the  contrary 
appears.^ 

I  986.  On  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money  only. 

Form  No,  253, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  un- 
der his  hand  and  seal,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

f  987.  Breach,  how  alleged.  It  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  show 
a  technical  breach  of  the  literal  terms  of  a  covenant  in  a  bond;*^'' 
but  upon  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  covenant,  to  be  ascertained  from  all  its  terms,  it  must 
likewise  appear  that  some  substantial  right  guaranteed  thereby 
has  been  infringed,  or  some  of  its  purposes  defeated.**  It  is 
suggested  that  specific  breaches  should  be  assigned,  even  on  a 
mere  money  bond.^  In  California,  where  the  contract  or 
bond  was  for  payment  in  gold  coin,  it  must  be  averred,  and 
judgment  demanded  accordingly. 

I  988.  Mutilated  bond.  If  the  obligee  tear  off  the  seal  or  can- 
cel a  bond,  in  consequence  of  fraud  and  imposition  practiced 
by  the  obligor,  he  may  declare  on  such  mutilated  bond  as  the 
deed  of  the  party,  making  a  proper  averment  of  the  special 
facts.^ 

I  989.  What  written  obligation  imports.  The  term  ^^  written 
obligation"  imports  a  sealed  instrument.^*  Fnder  the  stat- 
ue Van  Doren  v.  Trader,  1  Nev.  380. 

OT  What  averments  on  a  bond  are  sufficient  to  charge  a  guarantor, 
see  Tappan  v.  Cleveland  R.  R.  Co.,  4  West.  Law  Month.  67. 

MLevltBky  v.  Johnson,  35  Oal.  41. 

M  Western  Bank  v:  Sherwood,  29  Barb.  383;  compare  Supervisors, 
etc.  V.  Semler,  41  Wla  374;  Reynolds  v.  Hurst.  18  W.  Va.  648; 
Olbson  V.  Robinson,  90  Ga.  756:  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  250. 

•0  3  T.  R,  153;  United  States  v.  Spalding.  2  Mason  C.  C.  478. 

<i  CAark  r.  Phillips,  Hempst  294;  Paddock  v.  Hume,  6  Greg.  82. 


§§  990-993  FORMS  OF  complaints.  M8 

utes  of  California^  bonds  are  on  the  same  footing  as  undertak- 
ings.** 

I  990.  On  a  bond  —  pleading  it  according  to  its  legal  effaot. 

Farm  No.  254. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  . . . , day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  un- 
der his  hand  and  seal,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  [state 

the  actual  debt],  in  gold  coin,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  with  interest  from,  etc.  [or  otherwise,  according  to  the  con- 
dition]. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

$  091.  By  'a  surviving  obligee,  on  a  Joint  bond. 

Form  No,  255. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  sealed  his  certain 

bond,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  the  bond],  and 
thereby  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  and  one  R.  N.  to  pay  them 

the  sum  of   dollars   [on,  etc.,  stating  when  it 

became  payable]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  said  R.  N.  died. 

III.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§992.  Averment  of  death  of  Joint  obligee.     One   of  two  joint 

obligees  can  not  sue,  unless  he  avers  that  the  other  is  dead. 
Wherever,  by  reason  of  a  several  interest,  one  may  sue,  he  must 
set  forth  the  bond  truly,  and  then  by  proper  averments  show 
a  canse  of  action  in  himself  alone.®* 

I  998.  Joint  and  eevetral  bonds.     No  recovery  can  be  had  on 
a  bond  purporting  to  be  the  joint  bond  of  the  principal  and 

6S  Oanfleld  v.  Bates,  13  Oal.  006.  Pleadinf?  an  instmrnent  accord- 
Inff  to  ItB  le^  effect.    See  Brown  v.  Ohamplin»  66  N.  Y.  214. 

<w  Ehlo  v.  Purdy.  6  Wend.  629.  All  the  obllcrees  in  a  Joint  bond 
must  join  In  an  action  thereon,  or  some  suffiolent  excuse  for  not 
joinlnjr  must  be  stated.    Strange  v.  Floyd.  9  Gratt.  474 
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6ureiie8,  but  bigued  by  the  latter  only.^'*  It  l&  otherwise  as  to 
a  joint  and  several  bond,  where  eacii  bigner  is  considered  bound 
without  the  signature  of  the  others  named  as  obligors.®*  Where 
a  complaint  is  against  two  or  three  obligors,  it  must  aver  that 
all  three  have  failed  to  pay  the  debt.**®  Under  the  statute  of 
Indiana,  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  joint  obligor  may  be 
sued  on  a  joint  and  several  obligation.^  A  declaration  in  an 
action  of  debt  against  the  obligor,  setting  forth  a  joint  and 
several  bond,  can  not  be  annulled  by  adding  a  new  count,  set- 
ting forth  a  bond  by  the  defendant  and  another  person.** 

MSftcramento  v.  Dunlap,  14  Cal.  421. 

M  Robins  V.  Pope,  Hempst  219. 
«7Cnrti8  V.  Bowrie,  2  McLean,  374. 
^Postmaster-General  v.  Bldgew&y,  Gllp.  135. 


CHAPTEB  n. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE. 

I  9M.  Vcrrtigji  bills  —  payee  against  drawer  for  nonacoeptanoe* 

Form  No,  256, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 

his  certain  bill  of  exchange  of  that  date,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  [copy  the  bill] : 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  duly  presented  to  the  said for  accept- 
ance, but  was  not  accepted,  and  was  thereupon  duly  protested  for 
nonacceptance. 

III.  That  due  notice  thereof   was  given  to  the  defendant. 

IV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

V.  That  the  value  of  a  similar  bill  of  exchange  at  the  time  of 

said  protest  in ,  that  being  the  place  where  said 

bill  was  negotiated,  and  where  such  bills  were  currently  sold, 
was dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  sum  of dollars  [the  amount  named 

in  the  bill],  and dollars  damages,  and  interest  on 

said  sums  from  the day  of ,  18. .  [date 

of  protest],  and  costs  of  suit.^ 

• 

§  995.  Definition.  A  bill  of  exchange  drawn  in  one  state 
upon  a  persQn  in  another  is  a  foreign  bill.*  And  such  bills  are, 
by  the  custom  of  merchants,  protested  if  dishonored.' 

§  996.  Alteration.  If  a  person  who  has  no  authority  to  do 
80,  and  who  is  not  the  agent  of  the  payee  for  that  purpose,  writes 

1  The  fifth  paragraph  above  is  drawn  under  section  3238  of  the 
California  Civil  Ck)de. 

a  Dickens  v.  Beal  10  Pet.  572;  Buckner  v.  Finley,  2  id.  588;  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Daniel,  12  id.  32. 

STownsley  v.  Sumrall,  2  Pet.  170. 
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across  the  face  of  a  draft,  payable  generally  in  money,  the  words, 
"'  payable  in  United  States  gold  coin,"  it  is  not  such  an  altera- 
tion of  the  draft  as  vitiates  it.^  An  alteration  is  material  and 
vitiating  which,  in  any  event,  may  alter  the  promisor's  liability, 
if  made  without  his  consent  at  the  time,  unless  subsequently 
approved  by  him.^  Erasing  the  words  **  to  order  of,"  and  in- 
serting "or  bearer"  instead,  is  material,  and  avoids  the  note.** 
In  such  case  it  matters  not  whether  the  alteration  was  with 
fraudulent  intent  or  not,  except  as  such  intention  affects  the 
right  to  resort  to  the  original  indebtedness^ 

S  907.  Damages  on  foreign  bills,  protested.  In  California,  dam- 
ages are  allowed,  as  a  full  compensation  for  interest  accrued 
before  notice  of  dishonor;  re-exchange,  expenses,  and  all  other 
damages,  in  favor  of  holders  for  value  only,  upon  bills  of  ex- 
change drawn  or  negotiated  in  that  state  and  protested  for  non- 
acceptance  or  nonpayment,  as  follows:  1.  If  drawn  upon  any 
person  in  this  state,  two  dollars  upon  each  one  hundred  of 
the  principal  sum  specified  in  the  bill;  2.  If  drawn  upon  any 
person  out  of  this  state,  but  in  any  of  the  other  states  west  of 
the  Kocky  Mountains,  five  dollars  upon  each  one  hundred;  3. 
If  drawn  upon  any  person  in  any  of  the  United  States  east  of 
the  Rocky  Mountains,  ten  dollars  upon  each  one  hundred;  4. 
If  drawn  upon  any  person  in  any  foreign  country,  fifteen  dollars 
upon  each  one  hundred.® 

5  098.  Demand.  If  a  draft  does  not  specify  the  kind  of  money 
in  which  it  is  made  payable,  a  demand  of  payment  in  gold  coin, 
whether  by  a  notary  or  the  holder,  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  the 
drawer.  The  demand  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  tenor  of 
the  draft.^    In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  pre- 

4  Langenberger  v.  Kroegrer,  48  Cal.  147;  17  Am.  Rep.  418;  see, 
aJso,  Flint  v.  Craig,  59  Barb.  319. 

6  Langenberger  v.  Kroeger,  48  Gal.  147;  17  Am.  Rep.  418;  see,  also, 
Flint  V.  Craig,  50  Barb.  319;  HoUIb  v.  Harris,  96  Ala.  288;  Oline  v. 
Goodale^  23  Oreg.  406;  Reeves  v.  Pierson,  23  Hun,  185. 

« Booth  v.  Powers,  56  N.  Y.  22. 

7  Id.;  see,  also,  Meyer  v.  Huneke,  55  N.  Y.  412;  reversing  S.  C, 
65  Barb.  304;  Seibel  v.  Vaughan,  69  IH.  257;  Beal  v.  Roberta,  113 
Mass.  525;  Evans  v.  Foreman,  60  Mo.  449;  Goodspeed  v.  Outler,  75 
111.  534. 

8  Civil  Oode,  §§  3234,  3235;  see,  also,  Pratalongo  v.  Xarco,  47  Gal. 
378.  as  to  who  Is  the  holder  in  the  sense  of  the  statute. 

0  Langenberger  v.  Kroeger,  48  Cal.  147;  17  Am.  Rep.  418. 
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aumption  is  that  the  notary  demands  payment  in  the  kind  of 
money  in  which  it  annears  on  its  face  to  be  made  payableJ'^ 

i  899.  Dishonor.  In  California  a  bill  of  exchange^  payable  a 
certain  time  after  sight,  which  is  not  accepted  within  ten  days 
after  its  date,  in  addition  to  the  time  which  would  suffice,  with 
ordinary  diligence,  to  forward  it  for  acceptance,  is  presiuned  to 
have  been  dishonored.**  A  negotiable  instrument  is  dishonored 
when  it  is  either  not  paid  or  not  accepted  according  to  its  tenor, 
on  presentment  for  that  purpose,  or  without  presentment,  wher*^ 
that  is  excused.*^  Although  a  check  may  be  actually  dishonored 
by  a  refusal  to  pay  upon  proper  demand  before  presumptive 
dishonor,  y^t  to  charge  the  check  with  the  infirmity  of  dis- 
honor in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  to  whom  it  has  been  trans- 
ferred for  a  valuable  consideration  before  the  expiration  of  the 
reasonable  time  which  must  elapse  before  presumptive  dishonor, 
notice  of  the  previous  actual  dishonor  must  be  brought  home 
to  him,  or  he  holds  it  free  from  the  taint  of  dishonor.*' 

S  1000.  Difference  of  exchange.  On  a  bill  of  exchange,  pay- 
able at  a  particular  place,  it  seems  that  the  difference  of  exchange 
may  be  recovered,  if  the  declaration  contains  the  proper  aver- 
ment; but  this  is  not  the  rule  where  the  action  is  on  a  note,  and 
there  is  no  count  or  allegation  in  the  declaration  to  cover  the 
rate  of  exchange.** 

i  1001.  Nonpayment.  In  a  declaration  on  a  foreign  bill  of 
exchange  for  nonpayment,  no  averment  of  a  presentment  for 
acceptance,  or  of  a  refusal  and  protest  for  nonacceptance  of  the 
bill  is  necessary.*** 

S  1002.  Notice  of  dishonor.  Notice  of  dishonor  may  be  given 
by  a  holder,  or  by  any  party  to  the  instrument  who  might  be 
compelled  to  pay  it  to  the  holder,  and  who  would,  upon  takinf^ 
it  up,  have  a  right  to  reimbursement  from  the  party  to  whom 
the  notice  is  given.** 

« 

10  Lan^enberger  v.  Kroeprer  48  Oal.  147;  17  Am.  Rep.  418. 

"  Civil  Code  of  Cal..  §  3133. 
12  civil  Code,  §  3141. 

IS  Ilimmolniann  y.  Hotalln^,  40  Cal.  Ill;  5  Am.  Rep.  600. 
u  Weed  v.  Millor.  1  Mclean,  423. 
IB  Brown  v.  Barry,  3  Dall.  365. 

18  Civil  Code,  S  3142.  For  sorvloe  of  notice,  see  Id.,  |§  $144--81SL 
Ab  to  what  will  excuse  presentment  and  notice,  see  Id.,  t$  3155-^160; 
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S  1003.  Omiasion  of  demand  and  notice.  The  omission  of  de- 
mand and  notice,  when  it  can  not  possibly  operate  to  the  injury 
of  the  indoFser  of  a  note  or  drawer  of  a  bill,  does  not  discharge 
him;  but  the  mere  insolvency  of  the  maker  does  not  excuse  neg- 
lect in  presenting  it." 

1004.  Protest,  when  necessary.  Protest  of  a  domestic  note  is 
unnecessary.^^  A  bill  of  exchange  drawn  in  one  state  upon  a 
citizen  in  another  state  is  a  foreign  bill,  and  protest  is  neces- 
sary to  charge  the  indorser.** 

S  1005.  Waiver  of  demand.  A  promise  by  an  indorser  after 
notice  of  nonpayment  of  a  note,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  circumstances  attending  presentment  and  demand,  to  pay 
the  note  or  give  a  new  one,  will  constitute  a  waiver  of  any 
irregularities  in  presenting  or  demanding  the  same,  and  even 
of  presentment  and  demand  itself.^ 

1000.  Pasties.  An  agent  to  whom  a  bill  of  exchange  has  been 
indorsed  in  blank  for  collection,  may  fill  up  the  assignment  to 
himself,  and  bring  suit  in  his  own  name.^ 

I  1007.  Payee  against  acceptor. 

Form  No.  ^57. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 

tiflf  his  certain  bill  of  exchange  of  that  date,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  [copy  of  the  bill]. 

see,  also,  Himmelmann  v.  Hotallnf?,  40  Oal.  Ill;  5  Am.  Rep.  000; 
Ix>s  Angeles  Bank  v.  Wallace,  101  Cal.  478. 

17  Smith  V.  Miller,  62  N.  Y.  545. 

i^Brennan  v.  Ix>wry,  4  Daly,  253.  In  the  absence  of  statnte, 
the  protest  of  inland  bills  and  promissoi^  notes  Is  not  regarded 
as  an  official  act.  Corbln  v.  Planters'  Nat.  BanlL,  87  Va.  661;  24 
Am.  St.  Rep.  673. 

i»  Commercial  Banlc  of  Kentucky  v.  Vamum,  49  N.  Y.  269. 

20  Meyer  v.  Hlbsher,  40  N.  Y.  265;  Richard  v.  Boiler,  51  How. 
Pr.  371.  Waiver  of  demand  and  notice.  See  Annrille  Nat.  Bank 
T.  Kettering,  106  Penn.  St.  531;  51  Am.  Rep.  536;  Stanley  v.  Mc- 
Elrath.  86  Cal.  449;  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Falkenhan,  94  id.  141; 
Wrijfht  V.  Liesenfeld,  93  id.  90. 

21  Orr  T.  Liacy,  4  McLean,  243. 


|§    1008-1011  FORMS   OP   COMPLAINTS.  G04: 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  accepted  the  said  bill. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paiithe  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]^ 

I  1008.  Acceptance.  In  an  action  against  B.,  as  sole  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
under  a  count  in  the  declaration,  stating  the  bill  to  have  been 
drawn  on  "B.  &  Co.,"  and  to  have  been  accepted  by  B.,  by 
the  name  and  style  of  "  B.  &  Co.,"  by  writing  the  name  of  "  B.  & 
Co."  thereon.2* 

S  1009.  Letter  of  credit.  A  letter  of  credit,  promising  uncon- 
ditionally to  accept  bills  drawn  upon  its  faith,  is  an  actual  ac- 
ceptance in  favor  of  a  person  who,  upon  its  faith,  receives  a  bill 
so  drawn  for  a  valuable  consideration.^ 

I  1010.  Promise  to  indorse.  A  promise  to  indorse  under  a 
letter  of  credit  representing  a  person  to  be  good,  and  saying  that 
the  writer  will  indorse  for  him  on  a  purchase  to  a  certain 
amount,  the  writer  is  not  liable  directly  for  the  amount  of  a 
sale  without  any  request  to  indorse,  and  unless  an  indorsement 
is  required  no  action  can  be  maintained.^ 

S  1011.  On  inland  bills  —  drawer  against  acceptor  for  nonpaj- 
ment* 

Form  No.  258. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff hia  certain  bill  of  exchange  of  that  date,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  [copy  of  the  bill]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  thereafter  accepted  the  said  bill. 
in.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

22  To  recover  statutory  damages,  see  preceding  form. 

ssGlty  Bank  of  Oolnmbus  v.  Beach,  1  Blatchf.  438;  compare 
Lapeyre  v.  GaJes,  2  Cranch  C  O.  291.  Wbere  the  deolaratlon  in 
assumpsit  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  alleged  an  acceptaBce  by  B.  ft 
Oa,  and  the  acceptance  was  *'  B.  &  Oo.,  per  F.,"  It  was  held  not  a 
variance.    M^er  v.  Black,  4  N.  Mez.  190. 

M  Naglee  v.  Lyman,  14  Gal.  450. 

»  StaifoTd  ▼.  Low,  16  Johna  67;  Stockbridge  ▼.  Schoonmaker.  45 
Barb.  lOa 
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• 

I  1012.  Acceptance.  A  promise  that  a  drawer  will  pay  a 
draft  which  may  be  drawn  on  him  is  an  acceptance^  and  he 
may  be  sued  as  acceptor.^  An  unconditional  promise,  in  writ- 
ing, to  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  is  a  sufficient  acceptance  thereof, 
in  favor  of  every  person  who  upon  the  faith  thereof  has  taken 
the  bill  for  value  or  other  good  consideration.^  If  the  bill  is 
payable  at  a  certain  time  after  ^^  sight/'  the  date  of  acceptance 
should  be  stated;  otherwise  it  is  not  necessary.  A  bill  drawn 
payable  so  many  days  after  sight,  means  after  presentment  for 
acceptance.^ 

I  1013.  Acceptor.  A  person,  not  personally  a  party  to  a  bill 
of  exchange,  who  for  a  consideration  accepts  the  same,  is  an 
acceptor,  equally  as  if  he  were  drawee.^  The  loss  of  the  ac* 
eeptance  by  the  drawee  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  ac- 
ceptance by  the  third  person.*^ 

S  1014L  CorporationB.  Where  a  draft  is  drawn  by  the  presi- 
dent and  secretary  of  a  corporation  upon  its  treasurer,  no  notice 
of  presentation  and  nonpayment  is  necessary  to  hold  the  cor- 
poration.'* The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  corporation  to  show 
that  the  drawee  was  provided  with  funds  and  ready  to  pay  at 
maturity,  in  order  to  exempt  them  from  damages  and  costs.*^ 

§  1015.  Equities  between  parties.  Where  a  creditor  takes  a 
bill  before  maturity,  as  collateral  security  for  an  antecedent  debt, 
if  there  be  any  change  in  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  the 
creditor  becomes  the  holder  for  value,  and  the  bill  is  not  subject 
to  the  equities  between  the  parties.** 

26  Wakefield  v.  Greenwood,  20  Oal.  597;  Whllden  v.  Merchants, 
«tc.,  Nat.  Rank,  64  Ala.  1;  38  Am.  Rep.  1. 

27  Civil  Code,  §  3197.  As  to  how  acceptance  Is  made,  who  en- 
titled to,  what  sufficient  acceptance  by  separate  Instrument,  what 
acceptance  admits,  and  cancellation  of  acceptance,  see  Civil  Code 
<Cal.),  S  3193,  and  foUowing;  also.  Cortelyou  v.  Maben,  22  Neb.  697; 
8  Am.  St.  Rep.  284;  Norton  v.  Knapp,  64  Iowa,  112.  Acceptance  by 
telega  m  is  sufficient  Brlnkman  v.  Hunter,  72  Mo.  172;  39  Am. 
Rep.  492;  Nevada  Bank  v.  Luce,  139  ^fass.  488. 

28  Mitchell  V.  Degrand,  1  Mason,  175. 
20  Kelly  V.  Lynch.  22  Cal.  661. 

sold. 

«i  Dennis  v.  Table  Mountain  Water  Co..  10  Cal.  360. 

«2Wolcott,  etc.  V.  Van  Santvoord,  17  Johns.  248;  8  Am.  Dec.  396; 
Fairchild  v.  Ogdensburgh,  Clayton  &  Rome  R.  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  837; 
69  Am.  Dec.  606. 

M  Naglee  v.  Lyman,  14  Cal.  450;  Robinson  v.  Smith,  id.  95. 
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I  1016.  Porm  of  bill.     The  following  written  order  po86e&>et^ 

all  the  requisites  of  an  inland  bill  of  exchange:    **'  Mr , 

Please  pay  the  bearer  of  these  lines dollars,  and 

charge  the  same  to  my  account.''^  The  following  document 
is  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange:  ''  July  15,  1865.  On  first  of 
August  next>  please  pay  to  A.,  or  order,  600  pounds,  on  account 
of  moneys  advanced  to  me  by  the  S.  Company.  To  Mr.  \V., 
Official  Liquidator  of  the  Company.""  The  words  "  or  order/' 
"  or  bearer,"  in  notes,  bills  or  checks,  are  words  of  negotiability, 
and  the  use  of  either  of  them  makes  the  paper  negotiable,  al- 
though impersonal  words  are  used  in  naming  a  payee.^  The 
insertion  of  the  word  '^  please  "  does  not  alter  the  character  of 
the  instrument.*"  "  Value  received "  is  not  necessary  to  show 
a  consideration.^ 

S  1017.  Satisfaction  of  demand.  A  bill  of  exchange  operates 
only  as  a  conditional  payment,  but  if  the  creditor  fails  to  present 
it  for  payment  to  the  drawee,  it  becomes  pro  tanto  a  satisfaction 
of  the  demand."* 

i  1018.  Who  may  rocoT«r.  A  bill  indorsed  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  United  States  may  be  sued  and  declared  on  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  averment  that  it  was  indorsed  to 
them  immediately  is  good.^  Where  the  complaint  stated  the 
bill  drawn  on  "  B.  &  Co.,  and  to  have  been  accepted  by  B.  by 
the  name  and  style  of  B.  &  Co.,  by  writing  the  name  of  B.  & 
Co.,  the  plaintiff  may  recover.*^ 

M  Wbeatley  v.  Strobe,  12  Gal.  92;  7ft  Am.  Dec.  522. 

»  GrilBn  V.  Weatherby,  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B.  768. 

M  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  StraitOD.  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  11;  and  aee 
Bhaw  ▼.  Smith,  150  Mass.  166;  Peltier  v.  Babillion,  45  Mich.  384: 
Howard  v.  Palmer,  64  Me.  86.  By  statute,  in  Oolorado.  all  promls- 
Bory  notefl  and  InstrnmentB  in  wrltlngr  for  the  payment  of  money 
are  noKOtlable,  whether  so  expreseed  or  not.  Cowan  ▼.  Hallack.  S^ 
Ool.  572. 

37  Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  OW.  02;  73  Am.  Dec.  522. 

88  Benjamin  v.  Tillman,  2  McLean,  213. 

»  Brown  V.  Cronise.  21  Cal.  386. 

40  United  States  t.  Barker-,  1  Paine  (U.  S.),  156. 

41  City  Bank  of  Columbus  t.  Beach,  1  Blatchf.  488;  compare^ 
Lapeyre  ▼.  Gales,  2  Granch  GL  O.  28L 
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S  1019.  The  Nune  —  on  a  bill  payable  to  drawer's  own  order^ 
aiid  not  negotiated. 

Form  No.  2$^, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs  [under  their  firm  name  of  A.  B. 

C.  &  Co.],  by  their  bill  of  exchange,  required  the  defendant  to 

pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs dollars, 

days  after  date  thereof  [or  otherwise].  A  copy  of  which  said 
bill  of  exchange  is  hereto  attached  and  made  part  of  this  com- 
plaint. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  accepted  the  bill. 

IIL  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1080.  The  Nune  — bill  returned  and  taken  up. 

Form  No,  260. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the c^y  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  required  the 

defendant  to  pay  to  one  A.  B dollars, 

days  after  the  date  thereof.  A  copy  of  which  bill  of  exchange 
and  the  acceptance  thereon  indorsed,  is  hereto  attached  and 
made  part  of  this  complaint. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at' 

,  the  defendants,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  the 

same  for  value  received. 

III.  That  at  maturity  the  same  was  presented  for  payment, 
but  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  returned  to  the  plaintiff  for  nonpayment,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  drawer  thereof,  was  then  and  there  compelled  to 
take  up  the  same  and  to  pay  to  the  holder  thereof  the  sum  of 
dollars,  being  the  amount  of  said  bill,  with  dam- 
ages and  interest. 

V.  That  no  part  of  the  game  has  been  repaid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


1 
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S  1081.  Payable  to  third  persons.  When  the  drawer  sues  oa 
a  bill  payable  to  a  third  person^  it  is  necessary  to  state  that  it 
was  dishonored,  taken  up^  and  pfdd  by  the  plaintiff.^ 

§  1028.  SuflLcient  aTerment.  A  complaint  against  the  drawees 
of  a  bill,  alleging  that  they  had  refused  to  accept,  and  that  they 
had  a  settlement  of  accounts  with  the  drawers,  and  that  on  such 
settlement  the  drawers  had  in  their  hands  sufficient  money  to 
pay  the  bill,  which  they  had  agreed  to  pay,  is  sufficient.** 

§  lOdS.  By  acceptor,  without  funds,  against  drawer. 

Form  No.  261. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  became  indebted  to  him  for  money 

advanced  by  him,  and  paid  by  him,  upon  a  certain  draft  drawn 

by  the  defendant,  bearing  date  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  whereby  the  defendant  requested  the  plaintiff 

days  after  date,  to  pay  to  one  A.  B.  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  accepted  said  draft,  and  paid  it. 

[Or.  II.  That  the  plaintiff  accepted  said  draft,  and  paid  the 
same  at  maturity.] 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance  and  payment  of  said 
draft,  the  plaintiff  was  without  funds  of  the  defendant  in  his 
hands  to  meet  the  same. 

IV.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  1024.  The  same — by  a  copartnership  flrm  against  another 
Urm,  on  a  draft  accepted  and  paid  by  plaintiffs. 

Form  No.  262. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiffs  complain,  and  allege: 

J.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendants,  then  composinfi:  the  firm  of  C  D.  &  Co.,  drew  their 
certain  bill  of  exchange,  in  said  copartnership  name,  at , 

42  2  Chit.  PI.  148. 

-••  Mlttenbeyer  v.  Atwood,  18  How.  Pr.  330l 
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and  directed  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs  at ,  who 

then  were  and  now  are  copartners^  doing  business  under  the 
firm  name  of  A.  B.  &  Co.^  by  which  bill  of  exchange  the  said 
defendants  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  to  the  order  of  said 

defendants,  four  months  after  date,  the  sum  of 

dollars,  for  value  received. 

II.  That  said  bill  of  exchange  the  plaintiffs  afterwards  ac- 
cepted and  paid  in  full. 

III.  That  no  funds  were  provided  by  said  defendants,  either 
before  or  after  the  same  was  drawn  as  aforesaid  for  the  payment 
thereof,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  had  no  funds  of  said  defendants 
at  any  time  in  their  hands  to  pay  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1025.  Payee  ag^alnet  drawer,  for  nonacceptanoe. 

Farm  No.  263. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  required 

one  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars  [ 

days  after  sight]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  duly  presented  to  the  said  C.  D.  for  acceptance,  but 
was  not  accepted. 

III.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 
lY.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1086.  Allegation  setting  out  copy  of  bill. 

Form  No.  264. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendants  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 

their  bill  of  exchange,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy 
of  bill]. 

S  1027.  Allegation  of  demand  and  notice  excused  by  waiver. 

Form  No.  265. 
That  the  defendant  at  the  time  said  bill  was  transferred  by 
him,  waived  as  well  the  presentation  of  the  same  to  said  ....'.... 

for  payment,  as  notice  of  the  nonpayment  thereof. 

Vol.  1—Vt 
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§  1028.  Allegatioxi  of  «xcuBe  for  nonpresentment  —  bill 
oouAtemuuided. 

Farm  No»  266. 

That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  IS.., 

said  bill  not  then  haying  been  presented  for  acceptance  [or  for 

payment]^  the  defendant  countermanded  the  same  by  instruc- 

tiona  to  the  said  [drawee]  not  to  accept  or  pay  [or^  if  payable 

at  sight,  not  to  pay]  the  same:  wherefore  it  was  not  presented. 

I  1029.  Allegatian  of  ttxcuae  for  nonprosentment — drawee 
not  found. 

Form  No.  267. 

That  on  the,  etc.,  due  search  and  inquiry  was  made  for  said 

at  [stat^  the  place  of  address],  that  the  same 

might  be  presented  for  acceptance,  but  he  could  not  be  founds 

and  the  same  was  not  accepted. 

§  1080.  Averment  of  protest.  The  said  bill  was  duly  protested 
at  maturity,  is  sufficient  to  admit  eyidence  of  demand,  neglect 
to  pay,  and  notice  of  nonpayment.**  The  holder  of  a  bill, 
upon  protest  for  nonacceptance,  has  an  immediate  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  the  drawer,  and  ayerments  of  demand  of  payment 
and  protest  might  be  rejected  if  the  declaration  counted  prop- 
erly  for  nonacceptance.*'^ 

f  1081.  Heceseary  averments.  In  a  complaint  against  the 
drawer  of  a  bank  check,  or  of  a  bill  of  exchange  properly  so 
called,  it  is  necessary  to  ayer  either  demand,  and  notice  to  the 
drawer  of  nonpayment,  or  such  facts  as  excuse  demand,  and 
notice,  e.  g.,  want  of  funds  at  bank.** 

44  Woodbury  t.  Sackiider,  2  Abb.  Pr<.  405.  When  a  complaint 
alleges  that  a  bill  was  protested  for  nonpayment.  It  will  be  assumed 
that  all  steps  necessary  to  fix  the  drawer's  liability  were  taken. 
Wards  y.  Sparks,  53  Ark.  519. 

45  Mason  ▼.  Franklin,  3  .Tohns.  202. 

4S  Shultz  y.  Dupuy.  3  Abb.  Pr.  252;  see  OflTutt  y.  Rncker,  2  Ind. 
App.  860.  It  is  held  that  failure  to  allege  protest.  In  an  action  on 
a  bill.  Is  only  an  objection  of  form,  and  can  not  be  reached  by 
general  demurrer.    Hart  y.  Otis,  41  IIL  App.  181. 
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S  1038.  The  same  —  form  of  allegation  where  bill  was  payable 
at  a  speciflc  date. 

Form  No,  268, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  mafde  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 

Ms  bill  of  exchange^  directed  to  E.  F.,  and  required  said  E.  F. 

to  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars  on  the day 

of ,  18. .  [or  at  sight,  or days  after  date 

thereof^  or  after  sight  thereof  J,  for  value  received. 

II.  That  the  same  was  presented  to  E.  F.  for  payment,  but 
was  not  paid. 

III.  [If  a  foreign  bill.]     That  the  same  was  duly  protested 
for  nonpayment. 

IV.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 

y.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1088.  Bx  partners  payeee  against  partners  acceptors. 

Form  No.  269. 

[Title.] 
A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  above-entitled  action, 
complain  of  E.  F.  and  O.  H.,  the  defendants,  and  allege: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  plain- 
tiffs were  partners,  doing  business  at ,  under  the 

firm  name  of  "A.  B.  &  Co.,"  and  the  said  defendants  were 

partners,  doing  business  at ,  under  the  firm  name  of 

^'E.  F.  &Co." 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  L.  M.  and  N.  0.,  partners,  doing  business  under 

the  firm  name  of  **  L.  M.  &  Co.,"  under  their  said  firm  name 
made  their  certain  biU  of  exchange  in  writing,  payable  in  gold 
coin  of  the  United  States,  directed  to  the  defendants,  under 
their  said  firm  name  of  "  E.  F.  &  Co.,"  bearing  date  on  that 
day,  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to-wit  [copy  of  bill]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  defendants,  under  their  said  firm  name 

of  "E.  P.  &  Co.,"  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill  of 
exchange. 

IV.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
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S  1034.  Acceptance.  It  ifi  not  necessary  to  copy  the  accept- 
ance^ nor  even  to  aver  that  it  was  in  writing.  It  is  enough  to 
aver  its  acceptance.^''  Where  a  draft  is  accepted  conditionally 
to  be  paid  upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency,  the  question 
whether  it  has  happened  is  a  question  of  fact.*® 

S  1035.  Copy  of  bUl.  The -holder  must  sue  on  that  one  of 
the  set  which  was  dishonored.*®  Where  a  second  of  exchange 
was  dishonored,  and  the  first  was  subsequently  paid  previous 
to  suit  brought,  the  drawer  was  released  from  damages  for  the 
dishonor.** 

S  1086.  Drafts  on  appropriation.  A  draft  payable  in  terms 
out  of  an  "  appropriation,*'  for  work  done  by  the  acceptor,  be- 
cdhies  due  on  payment  for  the  work  by  government." 

§  1037.  Gold  coin.  Under  the  statute  of  California,  if  the 
written  instrument  provided  for  payment  in  gold  coin,  the  com- 
plaint and  demand  for  judgment  should  be  for  gold  coin,  and 
judgment  will  thereupon  be  entered  up  accordingly. 

S  1038.  Honacceptance,  effect  of.  The  wants  of  acceptance  af- 
fects the  right  of  the  payee  only  as  to  his  mode  of  enforcing 
payment.®* 

§  1039.  Notice.  Notice  may  be  given  to  the  indorser  or 
others  entitled  to  notice  immediately  after  presentment  to  tlie 
maker  or  acceptor,  and  the  refusal  of  the  same  to  pay.**  Any 
notice  is  sufficient,  if  it  informs  the  party  of  the  fact." 

47  Homer  v.  Wood.  15  Barb.  371;  Bank  of  LowvUle  v.  Edwards. 
11  How.  Pr.  ±16;  Fowler  v.  New  York  Indem.  Ina  Oo.,  23  Barb. 
150;  Gibbe  v.  Nash,  4  id.  440;  Waahburn  y.  Franklin,  28  id.  27;  7 
Abb.  Pr.  8;  but  see  dicta,  contra,  Thurman  v.  Stevens.  2  Duer,  00&; 
IjO  Roy  V.  Shaw,  id.  628;  Morwin  v.  Hamilton,  6  id.  248;  as  the  ac- 
ceptance of  a  bill  of  exchange  must  be  in  writing.  Civil  Code  Cal.. 
§§  3103,  3194;  Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  Oal.  92;  see  Joyce  v.  Wing 
Yet  Lung,  87  id.  424.  Acceptance  need  not  be  in  writing  unless  so 
required  by  statute.  Jarvis  v.  Wilson,  46  Oonn.  90;  33  Am.  Rep. 
18;  HaU  v.  Flanders,  83  Me.  242. 

4S  Nagle  V.  Homer,  8  Oai.  358. 

48  Downes  v.  Ohurch,  13  Pet  205;  Wells  v.  Whitehead,  15  Wend. 
527. 

BO  Page,  Bacon  &  Oo.  v.  Warner,  4  Oal.  395. 

Bi  Nagle  V.  Homer,  8  Cal.  353. 

62  Wheatley  v.  Strobe,  12  Oal.  92;  73  Am.  Dec.  622, 

M  McFarland  v.  Pico.  8  Oal.  626. 

54  Id.;  see  Mintum  v.  Fisher,  7  Cal.  573. 
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i  1040.  Part  payment.  When  the  drawee  pays  a  part  of  the 
drafts  and  receipts  on  the  back  of  the  order  the  amount  paid^ 
and  it  is  signed  by  the  payee,  it  is  not  an  acceptance.^  It  ia 
evidence  that  the  drawee  owed  that  amount  and  paid  it.^  The 
acceptance  of  a  note  of  a  third  party  by  the  creditor  is  accom- 
panied with  the  condition  that  the  note  shall  be  paid  at  matur- 
ity.*^ 

I  1041.  Presentment.  In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a 
note  or  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange^  in  which  the  place 
of  payment  is  fixed,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  presentment  at 
that  place  and  refusal  to  pay.^ 

I  1048.  Payee  against  acceptor  —  short  form. 

Form  No.  270. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  made  [or  purporting  to 

have  been  made]  by  one  C.  D.,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  requiring  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the 

plaintiff dollars, after  sight  thereof » 

A  copy  of  said  bill  of  exchange  is  hereto  attached,  marked  '^A,^' 
and  made  part  of  this  complaint. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

\  1048.  Allegation  setting  out  copy  of  bilL 

Form  No,  271. 

That  on  the  day  of   ,  18...,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.  accepted  and  delivered  to 

the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  exchange,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

[Copy  bill  and  acceptance.]** 

»  Baasett  y.  Haines,  9  Cal.  260. 

MJd. 

B7  Griffith  y.  Grogan,  12  Gal.  317. 

BS  Montgomery  v.  Tutt,  11  Oal.  307.  Casejn  whicb  the  evidence 
shows  Bufficient  diligence  in  presenting  draft  for  payment.  Brown 
V.  Olmsted,  50  CJal.  162;  see  Oonins  v.  Naylor,  10  Phlla.  437;  Cox 
V.  National  Bank.  100  U.  S.  704;  Brown  v.  Jones,  125  Ind.  375;  21 
Am.  St.  Rep.  227. 

B0  Andrews  v.  Astor  Banl^,  2  Duen  629;  Levy  v.  Ley,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
89.  In  an  action  npon  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  defendant, 
payable  to  his  own  order  and  indorsed  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs. 
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i  1044.  Corporation.  Where  defendant  is  a  corporation,  and 
the  bill  is  accepted  by  the  president  thereof  as  such^  an  averment 
that  he  was  president,  and  as  such  authorized  to  accept,  is  not 
necessary.*^ 

$  1045.  Costs  of  protest.  A  claim  for  statutory  .damages  and 
costs  of  protest  need  not  be  set  forth  in  the  petition  as  a  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  cause  of  action,  disconnected  from  the  claim 
on  the  bill.«i 

I  1046.  The  same  —  pleading  the  legal  effect. 

Form  No,  27i, 

[TiTLB.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ..,  18..,  at 

,  one  A.  B.,  by  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

dated  on  that  day,  required  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  order 

of  the  plaintiff dollars, days  after 

said  date  [or  otherwise],  for  value  received. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18.  •,  at 

,  the  defendant,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said 

bill,  of  which,  and  the  acceptance  thereof,  the  following  is  a 
copy  [copy  the  bill]. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  1047.  Consideration  on  acceptance.  A  written  agreement 
to  accept  amounts  to  an  acceptance,  and  no  consideration  need 
be  shown.^ 

§  1048.  Party  in  interest.  In  an  action  on  a  draft,  brought 
by  the  Camden  Bank  against  the  drawer,  after  showing  that 
the  draft  was  made  payable  "to  the  order  of  W.  B.  Storm, 
cashier,"  an  averment  that  the  defendant  "delivered  the  said 
draft  to  W.  B.  Storm,  cashier  of  said  Camden  Bank,  for  the 
said  bank,'^  and  that  "  the  said  draft  is  now  held  and  owned  by 

the  acceptance  is  not  the  foundation  of  the  action,  and  the  copy 
thereof  filed  with  the  complaint  can  not  control  its  averments. 
Brown  v.  Jones,  125  Ind,  375;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  227. 

ooPartridj^e  v.  Badger,  25  Barb.  146;  Andrews  v,  Astor  Bank.  2 
Biier,  629;  Price  v.  McOlave,  6  id.  544.  Acceptance  by  corporation. 
See  Credit  Co.  v.  Howe  Machine  Co..  54  Conn.  357;  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
123;  Ha^rer  v.  Rice,  4  Col.  90. 

«i  Summit  County  Bank  v.  Smith.  1  Hnndy,  575. 
•   ^2  Ontario  Bank  v.  Worthington,  12  Wend.  593. 
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ihe  said  plaintiffs^  and  still  remaina  due  to  them  from  the  de- 
fendants/' sufficiently  shows  that  the  bank,  and  not  the  caahier, 
is  the  real  party  in  interest.^ 

§  1049.  Preaentment.  Against  the  acceptor^  it  ia  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  or  prove 'presentment  at  the  place  where  the  bill 
was  made  payable.®* 

S  1050.  PromiBo  to  accept.  In  an  action  brought  upon  a 
promise  made  by  the  defendant  to  accept  a  draft  which  another 
might  draw  on  him^  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  promise 
was  in  writing.^ 

S  1051.  The  same  —  acceptance  varying  aa  to  time  tnm.  the 
hiU. 

Form  No.  273. 

[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  making  of  bill  as  in  preceding  form.] 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at 

/ ,  the  defendant  [or  the  defendants  under  their 

firm  name]^  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  the  same,  payable  at 

days  [or  otherwise]  after  the  date  of  said  bill 

[or  after  said  day  of  acceptance].  A  oopy  of  which  said  bill, 
and  the  acceptance  thereof,  is  hereto  attached  and  made  part 
of  this  complaint. 

III.  That  he  has  [they  have]  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

$  1052.  Where  drawer  la  also  acceptor,  on  hill  drawn  on  him- 
self. ' 

Form  No.  274. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  accepted,  and  delivered 

88  damden  Bank  v.  Rodgers,  4  How.  Pr.  63. 

M  Wolcott  V.  Van  Santvoord.  17  Johns.  248;  8  Am.  Dec.  396;  CWd- 
TveH  V.  Ga^sidy,  8  Cow.  271;  Haxton  v.  Bishop.  3  Wend.  13;  see  §  1041, 

ante. 

«  Wakefield  v.  Greenhood.  29  Cal.  597;  Bank  of  Ix>wvUle  v.  Ed- 
wards, 11  How.  Pr.  216;  Whilden  v.  Merchants',  etc.,  Bank,  64  Ala. 
1;  38  Am.  Kep.  1.  An  action  upon  a  promise  to  accept  can  be 
maintained  only  by  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  is  made. 
Henrietta  Nat.  Bank  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  80  Tex.  648;  26  Am.  St 
Bep.  773. 
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to  the  plaintiff,  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  the  bill  and  acceptance]. 
II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

1 1058.  By  assignee  of  a  bill  payable  out  of  a  particulair  fund* 

Form  No,  27$, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  one  A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  or  order  in 

writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  it  to  the  defendant,  and 
thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  one  C.  D.,  out  of  the 

proceeds  of  [state  fund  as  in  the  bill]   dollars 

days  after  the  date  thereof,  and  delivered  it  to 

said  C.  D. 

II.  That  on.  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  upon  sight  thereof,  the  defendant  accepted  the 

same,  payable,  when  in  funds,  from  the  proceeds  of  [etc.,  as 
in  acceptance]. 

m.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  said  C.  D.  assigned  said  bill  to  this  plaintiff.     The 

following  is  a  copy  of  said  bill  of  exchange,  and  of  the  said 
acceptance  and  assignment  thereof  [copy  same]. 

IV.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18.., 

the  defendant  had  funds  of  the  said  A.  B.,  proceeds  of,  etc. 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  thereof  from 

the  defendant. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1054.  Allegation  that  defendant  accepted.  An  acceptance  fi^en- 
erally  without  words  of  restriction  to  a  fund  or  contingeacy, 
will  in  some  cases  bind  the  acceptor  absolutely .•• 

««  Atkinson  v.  Manks,  1  Oow.  691;  Maber  v.  Massias,  2  W.  Blackst. 
1072;  Lent  v.  Hod^man.  15  Barb.  274.  Conditional  acceptance. 
See  Brown  v.  .Tones.  113  Ind.  46;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  623;  Taylor  r. 
Newman,  77  Mo.  257;  Hughes  t.  Fisher,  10  Col.  383.  C^n  be  en- 
forced only  on  averment  and  proof  that  the  condition  haa  been 
performed.    Shackelford  v.  Hookefp  54  Miaa.  716. 
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{  1CK^6.  Payee  against  drawer  and  acceptor  — on  a  bill  ac- 
cepted by  the  drawee. 

Form  No,  27&, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.,  by  his  bill  of  exchange, 

required  one  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff dolliirs^ 

days  after  the  date  thereof  [or  otherwise]. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of   ,18.., 

the  defendant  C.  D.,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  said  bill  and  of  said  acceptance  [in- 
sert copy]. 

III.  That  at  maturity  the  same  was  presented  to  the  defend- 
ant C.  D.  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid. 

lY .  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant  A.  B. 
Y.  That  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1066.  By  payee,  on  a  bill  accepted  for  honor. 

Form  No,  277. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  A.  B.,  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  required  one  C.  D.  to 

pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars days 

after  the  date  thereof  [or  otherwise].  The  following  is  a  copy 
of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  and  of  all  acceptances  thereo;i 
[insert  copy  of  same]. 

II.  Tlat  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  presented  to  the  said  C.  D.  for  acceptance,  but  was  not 
accepted. 

m.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant  A.  R. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  E.  P.  [acceptor  for  honor],  upon 

eight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill  for  the  honor  of  said  A.  B. 

V.  That  at  maturity  the  same  was  presented  for  payment  to 
said  C.  D.,  but  was  not  paid. 

VI.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant  A.  B. 
Vn.  That  thereupon  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  the 

defendant  E.  P.  [acceptor  for  honor],  for  payment,  but  was 
not  paid. 

78 
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VUI.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant  A.  B. 
IX.  That  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

{  1067.  Accommodation  acceptor.  The  acconunodation  accep- 
tor who  pays  without  funds  can  recover  from  the  drawer,  not 
upon  the  bill,  but  for  money  paid.^^ 

i  1068.  Presentment  at  maturity.  In  a  complaint  against  ac- 
ceptor for  honor,  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  bill  was  pre- 
sented at  maturity  to  the  drawee,  and  that  the  drawer  had  iiotice 
of  nonpayment.^  It  is  not  necessar>*  to  aver  that  the  demand 
was  made  of  the  maker  at  the  place  specified  in  the  note,  in  a 
complaint  under  the  Code.  Such  a  demand  was,  by  authority, 
settled  to  be  a  condition  precedent  under  the  late  practice,  and 
the  averment  essential  to  a  recovery.  But  section  533  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (New  York)  has  dispensed  with  the 
necessity  of  pleading  the  facts  which  constitute  the  perform- 
ance of  a  condition  precedent.^ 

§  1069.  By  indorsee  —  first  indorsee  against  acceptor. 

Form  No.  27S, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange,  made  by  one  A.  B.,  on 
the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  re- 
quiring the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  CD., 

dollars after  sight  thereof,  of  wWch  the  following  is 

a  copy  [insert  copy]. 

II.  That  the  said  C.  D.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

«7  Griffith  V.  Reed,  21  Wend.  502:  34  Am.  Doo.  267:  Suydam  t. 
Wostfall,  4  Hill  211. 

««  Williams  V.  Oermaine,  7  Bam.  &  Cress.  468:  Sohofleld  v.  Bayard, 
3  Wend.  488. 

TO  Gay  v.  Paine,  5  How.  Pr.  107:  Woodbury  r.  Raokrider.  2  Abb. 
Pr.  402;  to  the  contrary.  Graham  v.  Maohado,  0  Dupf,  .515.  The  lat«r 
oase  of  Femer  v.  Williams,  .TT  Barb.  0.  follows  and  approves  Oav 
r.  Paine:  see,  also.  Case  v.  Phoenix  Pifdcre  Co..  2^1  ,Tones  &  Sp.  25: 
Bogardus  ▼.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  101  N.  Y.  328, 
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i  1060.  First  indorsee  against  first  indorser. 

■Form  No.  279, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, made  by  one  A.  B.,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at y  requiring  one  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order 

of  the  defendant dollars,  [days] 

after  sight  [or  after  date,  or  at  sight]  thereof,  and  accepted  by 

the  said  C.  D.  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  said  bill  of  exchange, 

and  of  said  indorsement  and  acceptance  [insert  copy]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  same  was  presented  to  the  said , 

for  payment,  but  it  was  not  paid. 

III.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 

IV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1061.  First  indorsee  against  drawer  and  in'dorser  —  for  non- 
acceptance. 

Form  No.  280. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  required 

one  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  E.  F dollars 

days  after  the  date  thereof  for  otherwise]. 

TI.  That  the  said  A.  B.  then  and  there  delivered  the  same 
to  the  defendant  E.  F.,  who  then  and  there  indorsed  it  to  tlie 
defendant  G.  H. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  G.  H.  indorsed  the  same  to  iho 

plaintiff  for  value.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  paid  bill  of  ex- 
change and  of  the  said  indorsement  thereon  [copy  bill  and  in- 
dorsements]. 

IV.^  That  the  same  was  presented  to  C.  T).  for  acceptance, 
but  was  not  accepted  [if  a  foreign  bill,  add,  and  was  thereupon 
duly  protested  for  nonacceptance],  of  all  which  due  notice  vas 
given  to  the  defendants. 

V.  That  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  .Tfdomext.]  '^^ 

70  For  anthorlty  for  a  lonf^er  but  similar  form,   see  Phelps  T. 
Pennison.  9  Abb.  Pr.  206:  Greenbury  v.  WlUslns.  id.,  note. 
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• 


I  1062.  Delivery.  Where  the  plaintiif,  as  indorsee  of  a  bill 
of  exchange,  sued  the  acceptor,  declaring  under  the  statute  of 
New  York,  on  the  money  counts,  and  appending  a  copy  i)f  tlie 
bill,  with  notice  that  it  was  his  cause  of  action;  but  in  the  copy 
his  indorsement  was  omitted,  it  was  held  that  delivery  was  suffi- 
ciently averred  by  implication,  that  indorsement  was  not  neces- 
sary to  pass  title,  ahd  that  the  bill  was,  therefore,  admissible^ 
upon  the  trial  of  the  cause.''* 

§   1068.  First  indorsee  against  all  prior  parties  — for  non* 
payment. 

Form  No.  281. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.^  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  re- 
quested C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  E.  F., 

dollars, days  after  the  date  thereof. 

II.  That  the  said  A.  B.  then  and  there  delivered  the  same 
to  the  said  E.  F.,  who  thereupon  indorsed  it  to  the  defendant 
G.H. 

in   That  on  the  day  of   ,  18.., 

at ,  the  said  O.  H.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  value. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  C.  D.,  upon  sight  thereof    ac- 
cepted said  bill. 

V.  That  at  maturity  the  same  was  presented  to  the  defendant 
C.  D.  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid  [if  a  foreign  bill,  add,  and 
was  thereupon  duly  protested  for  nonpayment],  of  all  which 
due  notice  was  given  to  the  defendants  A.  B.,  E.  F.,  and  0.  H. 

VI.  That  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1064.  Subsequent  indorsee  against  acceptor. 

Form  No.  282. 

[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  acceptance  of  bill,  as  in  form  No.  ?^81.] 

n.  That  by  the  indorsement  of  said ,  the 

was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  for  value. 

71  Purdy  V.  Vermilya,  8  N.  T.  34©. 
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111.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1065.  8ubMqu«nt  indorsee  against  first  indorser —*  indorse- 
ment special. 

Form  No.  283, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  pne  C.  D.  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, made  by  one  A.  B.,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  requiring  E.  F.  to  pay  to  the  order  of 

the  defendant   dollars,   days  after 

sight  thereof  [or  otherwise],  and  accepted  by  the  said  E.  F.  on 
the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

II.  That  the  same  was  by  the  indorsement  of  the  said  C.  D., 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  same  was  presented  to  the  said  E.  F.  for 

payment,  but  it  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 

V.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1066.  Subsequent  indorsee  ag^ainst  intermediate  indorser. 

Form  No.  284. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  a  bill  of  exchange  made  by  one  A.  B.  on  the 

day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at    ,  requiring  one 

C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  E.  F dollars, 

days  after  sight  thereof  [or  otherwise] ,  [ac- 
cepted by  said  C.  D.],  and  indorsed  by  the  said  E.  F.  to  tlie 
defendant,  was  by  the  indorsement  of  the  defendant  [and 
others],  transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Allege  presentment,  notice,  and  nonpayment  as  in  form  No. 
283.] 

[DbMAND  of  jTnXJMENT.] 
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i  1067.  Subsequent  indorsee  against  last  indorser. 

Form  No.  ^83. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  him  a  bill  of  exchange, 
made  [or  purporting  to  have  been  made]  by  one  A.  B.,  on  the 
day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  requir- 
ing one  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  E.  F 

dollars^ days  after  sight  thereof  [or  otherwise],  [ac- 
cepted by  the  said  C.  D.],  and  indorsed  by  the  said  £.  F.  to  the 
defendant. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  same  was  presented  to  the  said  C.  D.  for 

payment,  but  it  was  not  paid. 

III.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 
lY.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1068.  Subsequent  indorsee  against  all  prior  parties  —  short 
fonn« 

Form  No.  286. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

; ,  the  defendant  A.  B.,  by  his  bill  of  exchange,  re- 
quired the  defendant  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant 

E.  F.,   dollars,   days  after  sight 

thereof. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  C.  D.  accepted  the  same. 

III.  That  the  said  E.  F.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  pre(«nted  to  the  oaid  C.  D.  for  payn^ent,  but  was  not 
paid. 

V.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  other  defend- 
ants, and  each  of  them. 

VI.  That  they  have  not,  nor  has  either  of  them,  paid  the 
fiama 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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I  1069.  Th»  lame  by  a  bank  in  its  corporate  name. 

Form  No.  2S7. 

[State  and  County.]  [Court.] 


Hie  Bank  of 

against 

A.  B.,  O.  D.,  and  B.  F. 


The  plaintiff,  a  corporation,  duly  organized  and  incorporated 

under  the  laws  of  the  state  of complains,  and 

alleges  [allegation  same  as  in  last  form]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1070.  Gbecka  —  payee  against  drawer. 

Form  No.  iS8. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  defend- 
ants were  partners,  doing  business  as  merchants  at , 

under  the  firm  name  of  C.  D.  &  Co. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendants,  under  their  said  firm  name  of 

C.  D.  &  Co.,  made  their  cheek  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day, 
payable  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  which  said  check  is  in  the 
words  and  figures  following,  to- wit  [copy  of  check]. 

III.  That  the  said  check  was  presented  on  the day 

of ,  18 . . ,  to  the  said ,  f or  payment, 

but  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendants. 

V.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Dehaih)  of  Judgment.] 

I  1071.  Cheeks  —  taking  after  dishonor  — »  consideration. 
Checks  are  on  the  same  footing  as  bills  of  exchange,  excepting 
the  difference  which  may  arise  from  the  custom  of  merchant^.'^ 
The  legal  presumption  is  that  a  check  is  drawn  for  money  diK* 
from  the  drawerJ*  A  party  taking  a  check  after  presentmont 
and  dishonor  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  to  which  it 
was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  originai  holder.'^*    When  the 

TSMlntbum  v.  Fisher.  4  CW.  35. 
w  Headley  v.  Reed,  2  Cal.  322. 

w  Fuller  V.  Hutchlnps,  10  Oal.  .'WS;  70  Am.  Dec.  746;  but  see 
Ohambers  v.  Satterlee,  40  Cal.  511. 
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holder  of  a  note  accepts  a  draft  or  check  in  payment^  he  is  not 
bound  to  give  up  the  note  before  payment  of  the  draft  or 
check.^*^  The  surrender  of  the  note  is  prima  facie  evidence  Of 
its  payment.^^  The  presumption  is  that  the  check  was  given 
on  a  valid  consideration,  but  this  presumption  being  rebutted, 
plaintiff  must  prove  that  he  received  it  in  good  faith,  and  with- 
out notice  of  the  illegality  of  the  consideration.'"  A  check 
given  for  a  gaming  debt  is  void  in  the  hands  of  all  persons,  ex- 
cept a  bona  Ade  holder  without  notice.'^® 

f  1072.  Grace.     In  California  days  of  grace  are  not  allowed.'^ 

I  1078.  Lost  paper.  Where  a  check  has  been  lost  and  paid 
by  the  banker  upon  a  forged  indorsement,  in  a  suit  for  the  same, 
where  the  banker  refused  to  deliver  the  check  to  the  owner, 
in  the  absence  of  rebutting  testimony,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  full  amount  for  which  it  was  drawn.^ 

§  1074.  Nonnegotiable  draft.  A  nonnegotiable  draft,  ren- 
dered so  by  the  absence  of  any  fixed  amount,  may  be  rendered 

negotiable   by  an   indorsement,   "  balance   due    

dollars,"  and  signed  by  indorser,  who  is  estopped  thereby  from 
setting  up  against  it  any  antecedent  matter,  and  is  liable  for  the 
full  amount.**  No  right  of  action  can  accrue  upon  a  draft  till 
payment.8^ 

f  1075.  Notice.  In  general,  presentment  and  notice  of  non- 
payment are  necessary  to  charge  the  drawer  of  a  check.^ 

§  1076.  Presentment.  As  against  the  drawer,  presentment  at 
any  time  before  suit  brought  is  sufficient,  unless  it  appear  that 

76  Smith  V.  Harper.  5  Oal.  330. 

76  Id. 

77  Fuller  V.  Hutchlngs,  10  Cal.  523:  70  Am.  Dec.  74ft. 

78  Id. 

79  Civil  Oode,  §  3181. 

w  Survey  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  5  Cal.  124. 

w  Garwood  v.  Simpson.  8  Cal.  101. 

J>2  Wakeman  v.  Vanderbllt.  3  Cal.  380. 

M  Harker  v.  Anderson,  21  Wend.  323;  Shnltss  v.  Dupoy.  8  Abb.  Pr. 
252:  but  compare  Cruger  v.  Armstrong,  3  Johns.  Cas.  4;  Oonroy  v. 
Warren,  Id.  259;  2  Am,  Dec.  156:  Culver  v.  Marks,  122  Ind.  554;  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  377;  Parker  v.  Reddlck,  65  Miss.  212;  7  Am.  St  Bap. 

e47. 
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he  haci  ,been  prejudiced  by  unreasonable  delsy.^  3j  fbe  lav. 
merchant^  it  is  sufficient  if  a  check  drawn  upon  one  day  be  pre- 
feented  for  payment  in  the  usual  banking  hours  on  the  next 
succeeding  day.^  The  payee,  to  hold  the  drawer^  is  bound  to 
use  reasonable  diligence.^ 

I  1077.  Payment  stopped.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  de- 
mandy  refusal,  and  notice  to  defendants  of  nonpayment,  and 
also  that  before  the  demand  the  defendant  had  stopped  its  pay- 
ment by  notice  to  the  officers  of  the  bank  not  to  pay  it,  and  the 
answer  denied  that  the  defendants  had  notice  of  the  nonpay- 
ment, and  alleged  that  they  stopped  its  payment  because  it  was 
obtained  from  them  by  fraud,  of  which,  as  well  as  of  its  payment 
having  been  stopped,  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  before  they  took 
the  check,  it  was  held  that  the  allegation  in  the  complaint,  of 
notice  to  the  defendants  of  nonpayment,  might  be  disregarded 
as  surplusage;  and  the  plaintiffs  should  be  allowed  to  prove, 
under  the  pleadings,  the  fact  that  payment  had  been  stopped. 
That  excused  the  want  of  notice.^'' 

§  1078.  To  bearer.  A  check  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fic- 
titious person,  e.  g.,  of  a  firm  long  since  dissolved,®*  or  '*  to  the 
order  of  ])ills  payable,"^  is  to  be  deemed  payable  to  bearer,  if 
negotiated  by  the  maker. 

§  1079.  When  due.  When  no  time  of  payment  is  mentioned, 
the  check  or  note  is  payable  immediately,  and  complaint  should 
not  state  a  time  of  payment.^ 

§  1080.  Indorsee  or  bearer  of  check  against  drawee 

Farm  No.  28g. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  his  check  in  writino:,  dated 


84  Little  V.  Phoenix  Bank,  2  Hill,  426;  Harbeck  v.  Graft,  4  Duer. 
122. 

»  Ritchie  v.  Bradshaw.  5  Cal.  228:  Holmee  v.  Roe,  62  Mich.  199; 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  844:  Carroll  v.  Sweet,  128  N.  Y.  19;  Simpeon  ▼.  In- 
finranoe  Co.,  44  Tal.  139. 

f^  Ritchie  V.  Bradshaw.  5  Cal.  228. 

«7  Purchase  v.  Mnttison.  B  Piier.  587. 

S8  Stevens  v.  Straner.  2  Sandf.  138. 

fOWilleta  V.  Phoenix  Bank.  2  Diipr.  121. 

ooHerrick  v.  Bennett,  8  Johns.  374:  Pearsoll  v.  Frazer,  14  Barb. 
^04;  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.  189. 

YoL.  T— 70 
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on  that  day^  and  directed  the  same  to  the  bank  of  A.  B.,  re- 
quiring said  bank  to  pay  to  one  C.  D.,  or  order  [or  bearer  J, 
dollars  for  value  received. 

II.  That  the  defendant  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to 
this  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

* ,  the  same  was  presented  to  said  biank  of  A.  B.  for 

payment^  but  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant. 
y.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1061.  Allegation  of  «zcu8e  for  failure  to  give  notice 

Form  No.  2go, 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  same 

was  presented  to  said  [drawee]  for  payment,  but  the  defendant 
had  no  funds  with  said  drawee. 

i  1062.  Allegation  of  excuse— want  of  funds.  Want  of 
funds  in  the  drawee's  hands  excuses  the  omission  to  give  notice 
of  nonpayment.**  But  where  it  is  intended  to  rely  upon  want 
of  funds  as  excusing  demand  or  notice,  that  fact  must  be 
averred.** 

§  1083.  Allegation  of  excuse  from  insolveacy  of  drawee. 

Form  No.  291. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,. 

said  [drawee]  was  insolvent  [or  had  stopped  payment]  .•• 

1^1  As  to  whether  it  excuses  nonpreeentment  see  Cruder  v.  Arm- 
strong, 3  Johns.  Ob&  5;  2  Am.  Dee.  126;  3  Johns.  Cas.  250;  2  Am. 
Dec.  156;  Fitch  v.  Redding?,  4  Bandf.  130;  Franklin  v.  Vanderpook 
1  Hall,  88;  Brash  v.  Barrett,  82  N.  Y.  401;  37  Am.  Rap.  569;  Fletcher 
y.  Pierson,  60  Ind.  281 :  35  Am.  Rep.  214. 

»2  8halts  V.  Dupny,  3  Abb.  Pr.  262;  Oarvey  v.  Fowler,  4  Sandf. 
065;  Franklin  v.  Vanderpool,  1  Hall,  78.  In  an  action  by  the  holder 
of  a  check  ap?ainst  the  drawer,  when  payment  has  been  refasod 
on  demand,  the  complaint  need  not  allege  that  the  drawer  has  no 
funds  In  bank,  nor  is  the  complaint  defective  becanse  It  fails  to 
allege  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  the  check,  where  it  does  not  appear 
'  that  the  drawer  was  injured  by  the  failure  to  give  notice.  Offutt 
V.  Rucker,  2  Ind.  App.  S-W. 

M  As  against  drawer,  the  drawee^s  insolvency  is  sufficient  to  dis- 
pense with  presentment  and  notice.  I^ovett  v.  Com  well,  6  Wend. 
360;  Warrensburgh.  etc..  Build.  Assoc,  v.  Zoll,  88  Mo.  94;  Maddsrom 
V.  Manufacturing  Cov,  35  III.  App.  588. 
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I  1064.  Time.  The  time  should  be  stated  that  it  may  appear 
whether  it  was  such  as  to  excuse  the  holders  from  a  demand.^ 
One  who  takes  a  check  which  by  its  date  appears  to  have  been 
outstanding  for  two  years  and  a  half,  and  which  has  **  Mem/' 
written  on  its  face,  must  bear  the  loss  arising  from  his  taking 
it  without  inquiry.*^ 

1 1066.  Indorsee  or  bearer,  agalxiat  drawer  and  Indorser. 

Form  No.  292. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.  made  his  check,  and  di- 
rected the  same  to  the  bank  of  C.  D.,  and  thereby  required  said 
C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  defendant  E.  F.,  or  order  [or  bearer], 

dollars  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  the 

defendant  E.  F. 

II.  That  thereupon  said  defendant  E.  F.  indorsed  the  same 
to  this  plaintiff  for  value. 

in.  That  said  check  was  duly  presented  for  payment,  but  was 
not  paid. 

IV.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendants. 

V.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1066.  Against  bank,  drawee  haTlng  certifled. 

Form  No.  293. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation,  created  by  and  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the 
legislature  entitled  "  An  act  to  authorize  the  business  of  bank- 
ing,'' passed ,  and  the  acta  amending  the  same. 

n.  TTiat  on  the   day  of   18. .,  at 

,  one  A.  B.  made  his  check,  and  directed  it  to  the 

defendants,  and  thereby  required  them  to  pay  this  plaintiff,  or 

order  [or  bearer], dollars,  for  value  received;  and 

delivered  the  same  to  this  plaintiff  [or,  if  payable  to  third  party, 
Ftate  accordingly]. 

•4 1  Ohit,  PI.  28ft. 

«  RkfUman  v.  Titus,  32  N.  J.  L.  96;  see  TurnbuU  v.  Osborne,  12 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  200. 


\ 
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III.  That  on  the  day  of .,  18. .,  at 

,  the   defendant,  by  its  agent  duly  authorized 

thereto,  in  writing,  accepted  and  certified  the  same  to  be  good. 

IV.  That  thereafter  the  same  was  duly  presented  for  pay- 
ment, but  no  part  thereof  was  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1087.  Bai8e(r  check  certified.  A  bank,  by  certifying  a  check 
in  the  usual  form,  simply  affirms  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  drawer,  and  that  it  has  funds  sufficient  to  meet  it, 
and  engages  that  they  will  not  be  withdrawn  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  holder  of  the  check,  but  does  not  warrant  the  genuineness 
of  the  body  of  the  check.®®  Where  a  raised  check  had  been 
certified  and  afterwards  paid,  the  bank  certifying  and  paying 
could  recover  back  as  for  money  paid  by  mistake.®^ 

f  1088.  Certified  check.  The  certifying  of  a  check  as 
"  good  "  transfers  the  sum  drawn  for  to  the  holder,  and  imports 
a  promise  to  pay  to  him  on  demand.  But  the  drawee  can  not 
set  off  a  claim  on  the  holder  against  the  amount  so  transferred, 
and  the  maker  of  the  check  is  not  discharged.^  Where  a  check 
dated  January  10,  186G,  was  certified  by  the  assistant  cashier 
of  defendant's  bank,  and  was  indorsed  to  W.,  December  1,  1865; 
March  7,  1866,  the  check  was  deposited  with  the  plaintiff,  who 
credited  W.  with  the  amount  on  their  books;  and  the  drawer 
of  the  check  had  not  funds  with  defendants  to  meet  it,  either 
when  it  was  certified,  or  when  it  was  presented,  it  was  held 
that  W.,  as  he  took  a  postdated  check,  had  notice  that  the  cashier 
was  exceeding  his  authority  in  certifying  it,  and  that  plaintiffs 
took  subject  to  the  equities  against  W.^ 

M  Marine  National  Bank  v.  The  National  City  Bank.  59  N.  Y.  67: 
17  Am.  Rep.  30.5;  Clewe  v.  Bank  of  New  York,  89  N.  Y.  418;  42 
Am.  Rep.  3a^. 

©7  Marine  NatlonalBank  v.  The  National  City  Bank.  59  N.  Y.  67: 
17  Am.  Rep.  .W5:  and  Security  Bank  v.  National  Bank.  ffT  N.  Y. 
458:  23  Am.  Rep.  129. 

w  Brown  v.  Leokio.  43  111.  497:  Bickford  v.  First  National  Bank 
of  Chicago.  42  id.  238:  89  Am.  Dec.  436;  Rounds  v.  Smith,  42  111. 
245. 

«»  Olark  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albion.  52  Barb.  592.  As  to  au- 
thority of  bank  officers  to  accept  and  certify,  see  Wlllets  v.  Phoenix 
Bank.  2  Duer,  121:  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Butchers  &  Drovers'  Bank. 
4  id.  219:  Claflin  v.  Farmers  &  Citizens'  Bank.  25  N.  Y.  293:  S.  C. 
2i  How.  Pr.  1:  Cooke  v.  State  Nat.  Bank.  52  N.  Y.  97:  11  Am.  Rep. 
mi:  T.PO  T.  Smith.  84  Mo.  304:  54  Am.  Rep.  101;  Hill  v.  Nat  Trust 
Co..  108  Penn.  St.  1:  56  Am.  Rep.  189. 


CHAPTER  ni. 

ON  PB0MI880BY  NOTES  AND  CEBTIFICATES  OF  DEPOSIT. 

§  1089.  Maker  of  accommodation  note,  having  paid  it. 

Form  No.  294. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . .,  a 

...  * ,  the  plaintiff  made  his  promissory  note,  of  which 

the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  note]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  never  received  any  consideration  there- 
for, but  that  it  was  an*  accommodation  note,  made  and  given  to 
the  defendant,  at  his  request,  and  upon  his  promise  that  he 
would  pay  it  at  maturity. 

III.  That  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  the  de- 
fendant thereafter  and  before  its  maturity  negotiated  it  for 
value. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  failed  to  pay  the  same  at  maturity, 
and  the  plaintiff  paid  it. 

V.  That  defendant  has  not  repaid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1000.  Accommodation  maker  as  plaintiff.  An  accommoda- 
tion maker  or  indorser  is  a  surety  and  may  sue  as  such  to  re- 
cover payments  made  by  him.*  If  the  accommodation  maker 
was  sued,  the  allegation  may  state  that  *'  the  plaintiff  was  there- 
upon compelled,  by  suit  brought  against  him  by  A.  B.,  the 
holder,  in  the couri;.'*^ 

1 1091.  Coupons.  Interest  coupons  to  railroad  bonds,  payable 
to  bearer  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  are  negotiable  promises 

1  Baker  v.  Martin,  3  Barb.  634;  Neass  v.  Mercer.  i5  Id.  818.  For 
a  form  of  complaint  by  accommodatlan  make^.  see  Osgood  t. 
Whlttelsey,  10  Abb.  Pr.  134. 

a  Packard  v.  Hill,  7  Cow.  442.  And  may  recover  the  costs  of  suit. 
Baker  y.  Martin.  3  Barb.  634;  but  see  Holmes  v.  Weed.  24  id.  546, 
TFhich  limits  it  to  costs  of  default 
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for  the  payment  of  money,  and  are  subject  to  the  same  rules 
as  other  negotiable  instruments.  They  are  transferable  by  de- 
livery, although  detached  from  the  bonds,  and  a  purchaaer  in 
good'  faith,  before  maturity,  from  one  who  has  stolen  them,  ac- 
quires a  valid  title.' 

§  1098.  Contingent  order.  A  contingent  order  is  not  negoti- 
able.* 

§  1098.  Consideration.  A  complaint  upon  a  promissory  note 
need  not  aver  that  it  was  given  for  a  consideration.**  Section 
3104  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California  is  as  as  follows:  "The 
signature  of  every  drawer,  acceptor,  and  indorser  of  a  negotiable 
instrument  is  presumed  to  have  l)een  made  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, before  the  maturity  of  the  instrument,  and  in  the 
ordinar}'  course  of  business."  One  who  adds  his  signature  to 
a  promissory  note  as  a  maker,  after  its  execution  and  delivery 
to  the  payee,  without  any  agreement  for  extension  of  credit 
or  forbearance,  or  other  new  consideration,  is  not  liable  thereon.* 
But  where  a  loan  is  made  upon  the  consideration  that  the  bor- 
rower will  execute  a  note  and  procure  the  signature  of  another 
person  to  it  as  a  joint  maker,  with  the  understanding  that  the 
note  shall  not  be  considered  as  delivered  until  signed  by  such 
other  person,  and  his  signature  is  procured  several  days  after- 
wards, whereupon  the  note  is  delivered  as  a  complete  instru- 
ment to  the  payee,  the  party  so  adding  his  signature  is  bound 
by  the  note  without  the  necessity  of  a  new  consideration,  not- 
withstanding he  had  no  prior  knowledge  or  agreement  respecting 
the  loan  previously  made.''  Setting  out  in  the  complaint  the 
note  sued  on  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  consideration,  where 
the  note  recites  that  it  was  given  for  'Valuable  consideration.*'* 

ft  1094.  Date.  A  negotiable  instrument  may  be  with  or  with- 
out date,  and  with  or  without  designation  of  the  time  or  place 
of  payment.*    Any  date  may  be  inserted  by  the  maker  of  a 

s  Bvertson  y.  Nat  Bank,  66  N.  T.  14;  23  Am.  Rep.  9. 

*  Kenny  v.  Hinds,  44  How.  Pr.  7. 

s  Plnney  v.  Kln^,  21  Minn.  .514;  Poirler  v.  Gravel,  88  Oil.  79. 

«  T^verooe  v.  Hlldreth,  80  Qal.  199. 

7  Winders  v.  Sperry,  06  OeiI.  194;  and  see  Harrington  v.  Br»wn. 
77  N.  Y.  72:  MoNauRht  v.  MoOlanghry.  42  Id.  22;  1  Am.  Rep.  4«7. 

«  Mt.  Morris  Bank  v.  Tjawso-n.  27  N.  T.  Supp.  272:  see,  also.  Petree 
r.  Ffplder.  3  Ind.  App.  127:  Elmqnist  v.  Markoe,  89  Minn.  494. 

»  Cal.  Civil  CSode,  $  3091. 
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negotiable  instrument,  whether  past,  present,  or  future,  and  the 
instrument  is  not  invalidated  by  his  death  or  incapacity  at 
the  time  of  the  nominal  date.^^ 

S  1095.  Filling  blanks.  One  who  makes  himself  a  party  to 
an  instrument  intended  to  be  negotiable,  but  which  is  left  wholly 
or  partly  in  blank,  for  the  purpose  of  filling  afterwaijis,  is  liable 
on  the  instrument  to  an  indorser  thereof  in  due  course,  in 
whatever  manner  and  at  whatever  time  it  may  be  filled,  so  long 
as  it  remains  negotiable  in  form.^^ 

§  1086.  Joint  maker  of  a  note,  having  paid  it,  against  tha  other, 
for  oontrlbution. 

Form  No,  29$, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18.  •,  at 

,  this  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  their  joint 

[or  joint  and  several]  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  [copy  note]. 

II.  That  at  the  maturity  of  said  note,  the  plaintiff  was  com- 
pelled to  pay,  and  did  pay,  the  same. 

III.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  repaid  to  him. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1007.  By  indorser  of  note,  having  paid  a  part. 

Form  No.  2^. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note,  whereby 

he  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff, 

days  after  date,  the  sum  of dollars,  for  value  re- 
ceived [or  copy  the  note]. 

n.  That  thereafter,  and  before  the  maturity  of  said  note,  the 
plaintiff  indorsed  it  and  negotiated  it  for  value. 

ni.  That  at  the  maturity  it  was  presented  for  payment  to 
the  defendant  [or  allege  excuse  for  nonpresentment] ,  but  wao 
Tint  pr.id,  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  due  notice. 

10  Id.,  (5  3094.  A  bin  or  note  takes  effect,  not  from  the  day  on 
which  It  is  dated  or  signed,  but  from  the  day  on  which  it  is  de- 
Uvered.  Oonrnd  r.  ZInzle,  105  Ind.  281;  Kin?  v.  Fleming,  72  lU. 
21-  !>2  Am.  Pep.  131. 

11  Cal.  Civil  Code,  $  3125. 
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IV.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  one  A.  B.,  the  holder  thereof, 

the  sum  of dollars,  the  amount  due  on  said  note. 

V.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  repaid  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1008.  Accoxnxnodation  indorsers,  cosureties.  In  an  action  by 
an  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  who  has  paid  the  same,  against 
a  prior  indorser,  it  is  competent  for  defendant  to  prove  by  parol 
that  all  the  indorsers  were  accommodation  indorsers,  and  by 
agreement  they  were,  as  between  themselves,  cosureties.*^ 

§  1000.  Ijegal  owner.  Where  an  indorser  has  paid  the  whole 
of  a  note,  and  become  the  legal  owner  of  it,  he  may  sue  directly 
on  the  note.*^  But  where  he  paid  only  a  part,  he  must  sue 
for  the  amount  actually  paid,  as  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of 
the  drawer  or  first  indorser.**  But  separate  prior  indorsers 
can  not  be  joined  as  defendants  in  such  an  action.*'^ 

f  1100.  Payee  against  maker. 

Form  No.  zgy. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [set 
out  copy  of  note]. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  [except 

dollars,  paid  on  the day  of ,  18. . ]." 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

la  Easterly  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y.  433. 

15  Baker  v.  Martin,  3  Barb.  634;  Wriiarht  v.  Butler,  6  Wend.  280. 
i4Wrl(?ht  V.  ButJm*,  6  Wend.  284;  21  Am.  Dec.  323;  Pownal  t. 

Ferrand,  6  Bank  &  Cress.  439;  Dygert  v.  Gross,  9  Barb.  506. 
i»  Barker  v.  Oassldy,  16  Barb.  177. 

16  It  is  adways  advisable  in  pleadinjr  under  a  Code  to  set  out  the 
Instrnment  sned  upon  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  as  thereby  any 
mistake  as  to  the  le^l  effect  of  the  instrument  will  be  avoided, 
and  T>eeldes  It  will  then  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the  execution 
of  the  instrument,  unless  the  execution  is  specifically  denied  under 
oath.  The  followimr  allegation,  however,  is  f?ood,  and  may  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  first  paragraph  in  the  above  form:   I.  That  on  the 

day  of ,  18. . ,  at   the  defendant  made 

and  '^'^Mvered  to  the  plaintiff  his  promissory  note  of  that  date,  and 

tliprov.f-  T^romtse  to  pflv  to  the  plaintiff,  or  his  order,  in  

day  •^^♦er  date,  the  sum  of dollars. 
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S  1101.  Certificate  of  deposit.  A  certificate  of  deposit  id  ou 
the  same  footing  as  a  promissory  note.^^  It  changes  the  char- 
acter of  the  maker  from  a  custodian  of  the  funds  to  that  of  a 
debtor;*®  and  the  brokers  become  liable  to  pay  to  the  holder  of 
the  certificate  on  its  presentation.*®  In  an  action  by  an  in- 
dorsee on  a  certificate  of  deposit,  presentation  and  demand  must 
be  alleged  in  the  complaint.^ 

S  1102.  Consideration.  In  a  complaint  on  a  promissory  note 
it  is  not  necessary  that  a  consideration  should  be  specially  al- 
leged. If  there  is  no  consideration,  the  defendant  should  set 
up  the  want  of  it  as  a  defense.^*  Every  note  imports  considerar 
tion.^  An  oral  promise  to  convey  land,  in  accordance  with 
which  the  land  is  subsequently  conveyed,  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration for  a  promissory  note.^  A  covenant  to  convey  is  a 
good  consideration  for  note  for  purchase  money,  although  the 
payee  of  the  note  who  had  given  the  bond  of  conveyance  had 
not  the  legal  title,  and  could  not  convey  it  when  the  note  be- 
came payable.^  But  paying  part  of  a  note  when  all  is  due  is 
no  consideration  for  an  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  pay- 
ment.* Though  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note  which  proves 
to  be  void  may  in  a  proper  case  recover  on  the  consideration  for 
which  the  note  was  intended  to  be  given,  he  can  not  do  so  unless 
the  pleading  set  out  such  consideration.^  Where  an  agree- 
ment of  sale  of  personal  property  was  signed  by  the  purchaser 

iTWelton  V.  Adams,  4  Cal.  37;  60  Am.  Dec.  579;  Brummagim  v. 
Tallant,  29  Gal.  503;  81  Am.  Dec.  61;  see,  also,  Curran  v.  Witter,  68 
Wis.  16;  60  Am.  Rep.  827;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brown,  45  Ohio 
St.  39;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  526;  Mitchell  v.  Easton,  37  Minn.  335. 

18  Naglee  v.  Palmer,  7  Oal.  543. 

lOMcMlUan  v.  Richards,  9  Oal.  365;  70  Am.  Dec.  665;  see  Olvll 
Oode,  f  3095. 

ao  Bellows  FaUs  Bank  v.  Rutland  Oounty  Bank,  40  Vt.  377. 

«  Winters  v.  Rush,  34  Cal.  136;  see  S  188,  ante;  FMnt  v.  Phipps, 
16  Oreg.  437;  Camwright  v.  Gray,  127  N.  Y.  92;  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
424;  Perley  v.  Perley,  144  Mass.  104;  Andrews  v.  Hayden,  88  Ky. 
466. 

23  Bank  af  Troy  v.  Topping,  13  Wend.  557;  Goshen  Turnpike  Co. 
T.  Hurtln,  9  Johns.  217;  6  Am.  Dec.  273;  Prindle  v.  Oaruthers,  15  N. 
y.  425. 

28  Kratz  V.  Stocke,  42  Mo.  351. 

24  Holy  V.  Rhodes.  2  Cranch  O.  O.  245;  Lane's  Adm'r  v.  Dyer, 
id.  349. 

26  Llening  v.  Gould,  13  Cal.  .508. 
28Wayman  v.  Torreyson,  4  Nev.  124. 

80 
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only,  who  gave  his  note  for  the  price^  it  might  be  inferred  from 
the  evidence  of  performance  on  seller's  part  so  as  to  constitute 
a  consideration  for  the  note.^  As  the  statute  makes  a  promis- 
sory note  printa  facie  evidence  of  indebtedness,  though  no  con- 
sideration be  expressed,^  it  is  not  necessary  to  add  an  averment 
that  the  defendant  is  indebted.^ 

i  1108.  Copy  of  note.  A  complaint  against  a  maker  is  suffi- 
cient where  it  sets  forth  a  copy  of  the  note,  and  alleges  that  a 
specified  sum  is  due  thereon  from  defendant  to  plaintiff,  al- 
though the  note  is  by  its  terms  payable  to  a  third  person,  and 
there  is  no  allegation  of  an  indorsement  by  him.^ 

f  1104.  Bate  —  variance.  It  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the 
date  of  a  promissory  note  be  at  the  beginning  or  end  of  it.'^ 
But  as  a  variance  would  be  immaterial,^  the  plaintifT  may 
transfer  the  allegation  of  time  and  place  into  one  of  date,  thus: 

That  the  defendant,  by  hii  promissory  note,  dated  on , 

at ,  promised,  etc.     A  variance  of  one  month  in 

the  time  of  a  note  described,  was  disregarded  as  immaterial,  the 
defendant  not  having  been  misled.^  Where  no  time  of  pay- 
ment is  named,  the  note  is  due  immediately,^  and  interest  runs 

27  Weightman  v.  Caldwell,  4  Wheat.  85. 

« Stewart  v.  Street,  10  Oal.  372. 

»Oonnectlcut  Bank  v.  Smith,  9  Abb.  Pr.  168. 

90  Prindle  v.  Garuthers,  15  N.  Y.  425;  Oontlnental  Bank  ▼.  Bram- 
hall,  10  BoBW.  505;  Raynor  v.  Hoagland,  39  N.  T.  S.  G.  11;  Smith 
T.  Walte,  103  Gal.  372;  Scott  v.  Bsterbrooka,  6  S.  Dak.  263; 
Wataon  v.  Barr,  37  S.  G.  463;  and  see  Jaqua  v.  Woodbnrj,  3 
Ind.  App.  289;  Glsh  v.  Gish,  7  id.  704;  Behrena  v.  Dlgnawity,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  201;  Alexander  v.  McDow,  108  Gal.  25.  But  a  complaint 
simply  alleging  that  the  action  Is  on  an  instrument  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  only,  of  which  a  copy  is  given,  byt  not  alleging  the 
making  of  the  instrument  by  the  defendant,  is  held  bad  on  de- 
murrer. Vogle  V.  Klrley,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  99;  and  see  Broome  v. 
I  Taylor,  13  Hun,  341. 

I  81  Sheppard  v.  Graves,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  505. 

32  Bentzing  v.  Scott,  4  Giarr.  &  P.  24. 

8S  Trowbridge  v.  Dldier,  4  Duer,  448.  Setting  out  mistake  in  date 
of  note,  see  Alwich  v.  Downey,  45  Minn.  460.  An  antedated  note 
may  be  alleged  to  have  been  made  on  the  day  of  its  date.  Denick  v. 
Hubbard.  36  Hun,  188.  Amendment  changing  date  of  note  sued 
on.    See  Drake  v.  Found  Treasure  Min.  Go.,  53  Fed.  Rep.  474. 

M  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.  189;  Gaylord  v.  Van  Loan,  15 
Wend.  808;  6  Barb.  662;  BeU  v.  Saokett,  38  Gal.  407. 
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from  date  and  without  demand.     On  such  a  note  a  oount  stat- 
ing no  time  of  payment  is  good.^ 

S  1105.  Delivery.  It  is  not  necessary  to  add  an  averment 
of  deliyeiy  where  the  plaintiff  is  the  payee.  ''  Made  "  imports 
deliyeiy.^    Indorsement  likewise  imports  delivery. 

§  1100.  Demand.  No  previous  demand  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain an  action  on  a  note  payable  on  demand.'^  The  action 
itself  is  a  sufficient  demand,  and  if  tliere  were  no  days  of  grace 
allowed,  the  note  would  be  payable  immediately  after  delivery.* 
But  an  indorser  after  maturity  is  entitled  to.  demand  and  notice 
of  nonpajrment  before  he  is  liable  to  pay.^  As  against  a  maker 
or  acceptor  of  a  note  drawn  payable  at  a  particular  bank  or 
place,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  a  demand  was  made  at 
place  specified.*®  But  with  the  indorser  the  rule  is  different.*^ 
Where  a  note  is  payable  in  installments  due  at  different  times, 
and  demand  on  the  maker  is  not  made  till  the  last  installment 
falls  due,  and  then  demand  is  made  for  the  whole  amount,  the 
demand  is  good  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  indorser  for 
the  last  installment** 

»  Herrick  v.  Bennett  8  Johns.  374. 

asOhurchlU  v.  Gardner,  7  T.  R.  .506;  Russell  v.  Whipple,  2  Oow. 
536;  Prindle  v.  Garuthers,  15  N.  Y.  425;  Keteltas  v.  MyerSp  19  id. 
231;  Smith  v.  Walte,  103  Cal.  372.  Allegations  sufficienUy  showing 
execution  and  delivery  of  note.  See  Lord  v.  Russell,  64  Conn.  86; 
Elbrlnf-  v.  Mullen  (Idaho),  38  Pac.  Rep.  404. 

w  ziel  V.  Dultes,  12  Cal.  482;  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  §  20;  Wheeler 
V.  Warner,  47  N.  Y.  519;  7  Am.  Rep.  478. 

JW  BeU  V.  Sackett  38  Cal.  407. 

80  Beebe  v.  Brookes,  12  Cal.  306. 

40  Silver  V.  Henderson,  3  McLean,  165;  Ptayson  v.  Whitcomb,  16 
Pick.  212. 

41  United  States  Bank  v.  Smith,  11  Wheat.  171.  Necessity  of  de- 
mand to  charge  indorser.  See  Gonkling  v.  Gandall,  1  Abb.  Ct.  App. 
423;  Parker  v.  Stroud,  98  N.  Y.  379;  50  Am.  Rep.  685;  Shutts  v. 
Flngar,'  100  N.  Y.  590;  53  Am.  Rep.  231.  An  averment  in  a  com- 
plaint that  a  note,  at  the  instance  of  the  holder,  "  was  duly  pre- 
sented for  payment,  and  payment  thereof  demanded,  and  refused," 
Is  held  sufficient  to  charge  an  indorser.  although  it  does  not  allege 
that  the  presentment  was  to  the  maker,  nm:  that  it  was  at  the  place 
where  the  note  was  payable.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Oarpender, 
9  Abb.  N.  C.  301. 

i2  Eastman  v.  Turman,  24  Cal.  379. 
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^  liOv.  Indorsement.  I£  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  a 
promissory  note  indorse  his  name  upon  it  in  blanks  with  intent 
to  give  it  credit,  the  holder  may  write  over  it  an  engagement  to 
pay  it  in  case  of  insolvency  of  the  maker,  and  if  such  inaoU 
vency  be  shown  no  allegation  of  demand  or  notice  is  necessary.^ 
A  parol  agreement  between  two  indorsers  at  the  time  of  in- 
dorsement, to  divide  the  loss  between  them  in  the  event  of 
nonpayment,  is  a  collateral  agreement,  founded  on  sufficient 
consideration,  and  will  support  an  action.**  Payment  of  a  note 
by  an  indorser  after  protest  is  a  good  consideration  for  an 
assumpsit  on  the  part  of  the  maker,  for  the  note,  with  cost  of 
protest.** 

§  1108.  Execution.  The  general  rule  of  law  requiring  proof 
of  the  title  of  the  holders  of  a  note,  may  be  modified  by  a  rule 
of  court  dispensing  with  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  note, 
unless  the  party  shall  annex  to  his  plea  an  affidavit  that  the 
note  was  not  executed  by  him.** 

f  1109.  Foreign  coin  note.  Where  a  note  is  payable  in  for- 
eign coin,  the  value  of  such  coin  must  be  averred.*^ 

f  1110.  FormB  of  notes.  A  written  promise  to  pay  to  '*A. 
B.,*'  without  adding  "  or  order,"  or  "  or  bearer,"  is  a  promissory 
note  within  the  statute;*®  but  is  not  negotiable  under  the  Civil 
Code  of  California.  An  instrument  in  the  following  form: 
"Troy,  August  4,  1846.  I  hereby  agree  to  pay  Miss  A.  Y. 
twenty  dollars  per  month  during  her  natural  life,  for  her  atten- 
tion to  my  son  J.  S.  M.  [Signed]  B.  M."  —  is  not  a  promissory 
note.**  Such  an  instrument  expresses  no  consideration,  since 
it  affords  no  presumption  that  the  services  referred  to  were 
rendered  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  request  of  the  promisor,  or 
that  they  were  beneficial  to  him.*^    On  a  promise  to  pay  "as 

M  Offut  V.  HaU,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  604;  Id.  572. 
44  PhUlipa  V.  Preston,  5  How.  (U.  S.)  278. 

46  Monran  v.  Reintzell,  7  Cranch.  273. 

46Min8  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  11  Wheat  431;  see  Oal.  Code 
C!v.  Pro.,  $  447. 

47  United  States  v.  Hardyman,  13  Pet.  176;  see  S  3238.  Civil  Code. 

48  Burchell  v.  Slocook,  2  T^.  Raym.  1545:  Smith  v.  Kendall.  «  T. 
R.  123;  Downing  v.  Blarkenstoes,  3  Cal.  137;  Goshen  &  Minlsiiik 
Tnmpike  Co.  v.  Hurtln,  9  Johns.  217:  6  Am.  Dec.  278;, 

49  Spear  v.  Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  487. 
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soon  as  able,"  a  judgment  and  execution  are  the  best  teat  o£ 
defendant's  ability  to  pay.*^^ 

S  1111.  Intflrest.  If  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note  fill  in. 
the  rate  of  interest  left  blank  by  the  maker,  he  can  collect  only 
legal  interest;  but  an  innocent  holder  from  him  can  collect  only 
interest  as  filled  in.*^  Interest  need  not  be  averred.  It  can  be 
recovered  as  damages.^*  The  filling  of  a  blank  with  the  rate  of 
interest  does  not  thereby  vitiate  the  note.*^  If  the  original  note 
offered  in  evidence  contains  an  abbreviation  for  the  word  "  ad- 
ministratrix/' and  specifies  the  rate  of  interest  in  figures  only^ 
and  the  copy  in  the  complaint  gives  the  word  in  full,  and  states 
the  rate  of  interest  in  words  as  well  as  figures,  the  variance  is 
immaterial.'* 

§1112.  Pleading,  legal  effect.  A  note  may  be  set  out  ac- 
cording to  its  legal  effect.*^  The  difference  between  a  note  pay- 
able on  a  certain  day  and  one  payable  on  or  before  such  a  day 
is  material  when  described  according  to  its  legal  effect.*^'^  A 
complaint  pleading  a  note  according  to  its  legal  effect  must 
state  a  payee,  otherwise  it  seems  it  is  demurrable.*® 

f  1113.  Liability  of  maker.  The  maker  is  bound  by  the 
contract  which  he  signs,  whatever  his  motive  or  purpose  in 
signing  it  may  be,  and  can  not  vary  the  legal  effect  of  his  obli- 
gation by  parol.*^    A  promissory  note  is  neither  an  account, 

M  Cecil  V.  Welsh,  2  Bush  (Ky).  168;  42  Am.  Deo.  481. 

R2  Fisher  v.  Dennis.  6  Oal.  577;  65  Am.  Dec.  534. 

MChlnn  V.  Hamilton,  Hcmpst.  438. 

M  Fisher  ▼.  Dennis.  6  Cal.  577;  65  Am.  Dec.  534;  Vlsher  v.  Web- 
ster, 8  Oal.  100;  see  Humphreys  v.  Crane,  5  Id.  173;  see  ante,  Bills 
of  Exchange. 

»  Corcoran  v.  Doll,  32  Cal.  82. 

w  Drake  v.  Fisher,  2  McLean,  69;  Spauldin^r  v.  Erans,  id.  130; 
compare  Turner's  Ex'rs  v.  White,  4  Cranch  C.  O.  465.  And  a  com- 
plaint which  states  the  material  substance  and  ie^al  effect  of  the 
note,  showing  its  date,  consideration,  parties,  principal  sum,  and 
rate  of  Interest,  and  the  amount  due  and  impald.  and  avers  that 
the  defendant  refuses  to  pay  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  still  the  owner  and  holder  of  the  note.  Is  not 
subject  td  a  general  demuiTer  on  the  lErround  that  a  copy  of  tlie 
note  is  not  embodied  in  the  complaint.    Ward  v.  Clay,  82  Cal.  502. 

R7  Kikindal  v.  MItcheU,  2  McLean,  402. 

M  White  V.  Joy,  13  N.  Y.  83. 

M  And  V.  Magruder,  10  Oal.  282. 
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unliquidated  demand,  nor  a  thing  in  action  not  ariaing  out  of 
contract.*^ 

§  1114.  Lost  paper.  In  case  of  the  loss  or  deBtruction  of 
negotiable  paper,  as  a  note  or  certificate  of  deposit^  the  plain- 
tiff can  not  maintain  an  action  without  first  indemnifying  the 
maker  against  all  future  claims  upon  it.^^  And  no  distinction 
exists  between  a  note  destroyed  and  one  lost;  but  in  either  case 
a  bond  of  indemnity  need  not  be  tendered  or  filed  vith  the 
complaint,  but  may  be  tendered  upon  the  trial.^ 

f  1116.  Maturity.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  note 
was  due  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,^  nor  that 
the  time  for  pajrment  has  elapsed.^  An  allegation  that  a  note 
was  given  to  provide  for  payment  does  not  mean  a  present  pay- 
menty  but  a  provision  for  a  future  payment.^ 

f  1116.  New  promise.  Where  a  creditor  sues  after  the  Stat- 
ute of  Limitations  has  run  upon  the  original  contract,  or  after 
a  discharge  in  insolvency,  his  cause  of  action  is  not  the  original 
contract,  but  the  new  promise;  and  in  such  case  the  new  prom- 
ise must  be  pleaded.^ 

f  1117.  Nonpayment.  In  a  complaint  upon  a  prcHnissory 
note,  an  allegation  of  its  nonpayment  is  material,  and  if  omitted, 

60  Priest  V.  Bounds,  25  Oal.  188. 

M  Welton  V.  Adams,  4  Cal.  37;  60  Am.  Dec.  579;  Price  v.  Donlap,. 
6  (M.  483. 

«  Rand(^ph  v.  Harris,  28  Oal.  561 ;  87  Am.  Dec.  139;  but  see  Wripht 
V.  WrijTht,  54  N.  T.  437.  Action  on  lost  instmmeot  See  Mowery  v. 
Mast.  14  Neb.  510;  Adams  v.  Baker,  16  R  I.  1;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  721; 
O^Nefl  V.  O'Nell,  123  111.  361. 

«8  Smith  V.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271 ;  Maynard  v.  Talcott.  11  Barb. 
569. 

«4Peeta  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.  662;  Maynard  v.  Talcott,  11  Id.  560: 
Smith  v.  Holmes.  19  N.  T.  271;  Keteltas  v.  Myers,  id.  231.  A  failare 
to  allege  that  the  note  is  due  is  immaterial,  if  the  note  Is  made  an 
exhibit  and  shows  on  its  face  that  it  is  due.  Postel  v.  Oard,  1  Ind. 
App.  262;  Taylor  v.  Heam,  131  Ind.  537.  Sufficient  allegation  of 
maturity  of  note.    Stoddard  v.  Hill.  38  S.  O.  386. 

« Bates  V.  Rosenkrans,  23  How.  Pr.  98.  Amendment  of  com- 
plaint alleging  the  time  when  the  note  sned  upon  is  payable.  See 
Tribune  Pub.  Co.  v.  HamiU,  2  Ool.  App.  237. 

w  McOormick  v.  Brown.  36  Gal.  180;  95  Am.  Dec.  170;  and  Ghabot 
T.  Tucker,  39  Gal.  434;  2  Am.  Rep.  462;  overruling  Smith  ▼.  Rich- 
mond, 19  Gal.  476;  see  §  682,  ante. 
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the  complaint  is  demurrable.  The  averment  that  there  ia  a 
certain  amount  due  upon  the  note  is  insufiicient^  being  a  state- 
ment of  a  mere  conclusion  of  law.^^  An  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint that ''  no  part  of  said  note,  principal  or  interest,  ha&  been 
paid/*  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  a  breach.^ 

i  1118.  Note  held  adversely.  A  party  who  claims  to  be  the 
owner  of  a  promissory  note,  which  is  at  the  time  in  the  possea- 
sion  of  another  claiming  title  thereto,  can  not  maintain  an  action 
thereon;  the  maker  being  entitled  to  have  it  delivered  up,  and 
canceled  upon  paying  it.  The  title  to  the  note  could  not  be 
settled  in  such  suit.^ 

I  1119.  Negotiability.  In  Indiana  a  promissory  note  made 
payable  at  a  bank  in  that  state  having  an  actual  existence,  is  ne- 
gotiable; if  not  so  payable,  it  is  assignable,  but  is  not  commer- 
cial paper;*^^  and  in  an  action  brought  thereon  by  a  bona  fide 
holder,  the  maker  is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  there  wa& 
no  such  bank  in  existence.''^  A  promissory  note  providing. that 
it  may  be  paid  at  any  time  before  maturity,  and  that  interest  at 
eighteen  per  cent,  per  annum  shall  be  deducted  till  due,  is  not 
negotiable.''^  A  note  may  be  negotiable  if  payable  certainly 
at  a  fixed  time,  although  subject  to  a  contingency  under  which 
it  may  become  due  earlier.'''  ,The  current  rate  of  exchange 
must  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence;  therefore  a  promise  to  pay 

«  Frisch  V.  Oaler,  21  Oal.  71. 

M  Jones  t.  Proet,  28  Oal.  245.  Nonpayment  must  be  alleged.  Not- 
man  v-  Green,  90  id.  172;  Barney  v.  Ylgoreaux,  92  id.  331.  .And  an 
allegation  that  tbe  defendant  has  refused  and  still  does  refuse  to 
pay  tbe  principal  or  interest  of  tbe  note,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
that  there  is  now  due  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum,  is  insufficient. 
Scronfe  v.  Clay,  71  Oal.  123.  The  rule  is  stated  to  be,  that  upon 
an  ordinary  contract  for  the  payment  of  money,  nonpayment  is  a 
fact  which  constitutes  the  breach  of  the  contract  and  is  the  essence 
of  the  cause  of  action,  and  must  be  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Lent 
▼-  New  York,  etc..  Railway  Oo.,  180  N.  Y.  504,  510;  compare  Andrews 
V.  MoUer,  37  Hun,  480;  Turner  v.  Konwenhoven,  100  N.  Y.  115. 

••  Crandall  v.  Schroeppel,  1  Hun.  557. 

70  King  V.  Vance,  46  Tnd.  246. 

Ti  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Grindstaff,  45  Ind.  158;  see,  also.  Melton  v. 
Oibson,  97  id.  158;  De  Pauw  v.  Bank  of  Salem,  126  id.  553. 

raWay  V.  Smith.  Ill  Mass.  523. 

78  E«mst  V.  Steokman,  74  Penn.  St.  13;  15  Am.  Rep.  542;  compare- 
Oitisens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Piollet,  126  Penn.  St.  194:  12  Am.  St.  Rep. 
860;  Iron  Oity  Nat.  Bank  v.  MoOord.  139  Penn.  St.  52;  23  Am.  8t 
Rep.  166;  COstello  v.  Orowell,  127  Mass.  293;  34  Am.  Rep.  867. 
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a  sum  certain  with,  the  current  rate  of  exchange  added^  is  not  & 
negotiable  noteJ* 

§  1120.  Allegation  of  ownership.  The  averment  in  the  com- 
plaint that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  note  and  mortgage  in 
suit,  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  a  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  appear  by  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  holder 
of  the  note."^^  That  the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note  in 
writing,  and  thereby  "  promised  to  pay  plaintiff,"  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  plaintiff  is  owner  of  the  note.''®  The  averment 
that  the  plaintiff  was  owner  of  the  note  is  not  the  averment  of  an 
issuable  fact.  It  is  the  allegation  of  a  legal  conclusion,  and  is 
immaterial,  and  should  be  omitt^jd.''^  For  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover without  being  the  holder,  as  where  the  note  has  been 
destroyed  or  lost.^®  Or,  as  when  the  note  is  in  possession  of 
defendant.''^  In  such  cases  he  may  sue  if  he  is  the  real  party 
in  interest,  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  person  authorized  by 
statute.*®  Although  an  allegation  in  an  action  upon  a  note 
that  the  "  plaintiff  is  now  the  holder  and  owner  of  the  said 
promissory  note  "  is  not  sufficient  in  itself  to  show  ownership  in 
the  plaintiff,  yet,  where  it  is  also  alleged  that  the  note  when 
made  was  delivered  to  the  payee  named  therein,  and  that  there- 
after such  payee  for  value,  and  before  maturity,  assigned  the 
note  by  indorsing  the  same  in  blank  on  the  back  thereof,  such 
allegation,  taken  in  connection  with  the  allegation  of  posses- 
sion, is  sufficient  to  show  the  plaintiff's  title.®^     An  allegation 

T4  Lowe  V.  BllsB.  24  111.  168;  76  Am.  Deo.  742:  HUl  v.  Todd.  29 
III.  101;  SavinfTs  Bank  v.  Strother,  28  S.  O.  504;  Windsor  Sav.  Bank 
V.  McMahon,  38  Fed.  Bep.  283. 

7R  Rollins  V.  Forbes.  10  Csal.  300. 

7fi  Moss  V.  Oiilly,  1  Orejr.  147:  62  Am.  Deo.  301. 

77  Poorman  v.  Mills,  35  Cal.  118:  95  Am.  Deo.  90;  approving  Wed- 
florsiioon  V.  Rogers,  32  Cal.  569:  Bank  of  Shasta  v.  Boyd.  99  Id.  004; 
see,  also.  Flamnier  v.  Kline,  9  How.  Pr.  216:  Bank  of  I^owvlllo  r. 
K<1  wards.  11  Id.  217;  Mitchell  v.  Hyde.  12  id.  460;  Keteltas  v.  Myers. 
10  N.  Y.  231;  Farmers',  etc..  Bank  v.  Wadsworth,  24  id.  547:  Niblo 
V.  Harrison,  7  Abb.  Pr.  447:  Skinner  v.  Stuart.  13  id.  249;  Ohio. 
etc.,  Oo.  V.  Ooodln.  1  Handy,  .*?1. 

7R  Super visora  v.  White,  .^O  Barb.  72:  Des  Arts  r.  I^^ett  16 
N.  Y.  582. 

79  Smith  V.  MoClnre,  5  Ksu^i.  476:  Selden  v.  Prinple.  17  Barb.  468, 

soRoot  V.  Price,  22  How.  Pr.  372:  Bntterfield  v.  MoOmber,  Id. 
l.'VO.     See.  on  this  snbjeet,  •*  PlesclinirP." 

M  Kanies  v.  Crosier,  101  Ppl.  2fUV.  and  see  Pryoe  v.  Jordan,  69  Id. 
569:  Tullls  v.  Shannon,  3  Wash.  St.  716. 
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that  the  note  bued  ou  was  asbigned,  transferred,  delivered,  and 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  is  a  sufficient  allegation  that  it  was 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  owner .^^  A 'complaint  show- 
ing title  in  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  a  bank,  to  the  notes  sued 
on,  and  alleging  that  he  is  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of 
them,  sufficiently  shows  his  right  to  recover  on  the  notes.®* 
But  in  an  action  by  the  payee  of  a  note  against  the  maker,  a 
complaint  alleging  that  the  payee  assigned  said  note  to  a 
certain  bank  as  security  for  a  loan,  and  that  the  bank, 
though  requested  thereto,  refuses  to  bring  suit  after  the 
maturity  of  said  note,  fails  to  show  a  right  of  action  in.  the 
plaintiff.®*  A  promissory  note  payable  to  the  "  order  of  A.  B., 
or  bearer,"  is  payable  to  bearer,  and  suit  can  be  maintained 
thereon  in  the  name  of  any  holder.*^  A  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  which  avers  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
note  for  a  valuable  consideration,  stating  the  date,  consideration, 
parties,  principal  sum,  rate  of  interest,  the  amount  due  and 
unpaid,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  now  the  owners  thereof  and 
entitled  to  receive  the  money  due  and  unpaid  thereon,  and 
have  not  indorsed  or  transferred  said  note,  but  that  the  same 
since  it^  maturity  has  been  lost,  states  a  cause  of  action.®* 

§  1121.  Parties.  Persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same  ob- 
ligation or  instrument,  including  the  parties  to  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes,  and  sureties  on  the  same  or  separate 
instruments,  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included  in  the  same 
action,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff.®^ 

§  1122.  Presentment.  In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a 
note,  or  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  in  which  the  place 
of  payment  is  fixed,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  presentment  at 
that  place  and  refusal  to  pay.®®  But  the  averment  of  present- 
ment and. demand  of  note  at  the  place  specified  is  necessary  to 
charge  an  indorser.®* 

S2  0i8hel  v.  Graven,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  1021. 

98  Oellfuss  V.  Gates,  87  Wis.  395. 

M  Davis  V.  Erickson,  3  Waah.  ftt  654. 

«5  Bltzer  V.  Wa^ar,  83  Mich.  223. 

M  Schuttler  v.  King.  13  Mont.  226;  and  see  Ward  v.  Olay,  82  Ofcl. 
502;  Graves  v.  Drave,  66  T>x.  f?58. 

8T  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  il  3a3:  see  R  158.  ante, 

MMontporaery  v.  Tutt,  11  Cal.  307. 

»  Gay  V.  Paine,  5  How.  Pr.  107:  Femer  v.  Williams,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
215:  United  States  Bank  v.  Stnith,  11  Wheat,  171;  Woodworth  T. 
3ank  of  America,  19  .Tohns.  419;  see  §  1041,  ante. 

YOL.  T— 81 
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S  1123.  Beal  party  in  internet.  If  the  holder  of  a  pranti^ 
Bory  note  legally  has  its  possession^  and  is  entitled  to  receive 
its  payment,  he  is  the  proper  plaintiff  in  its  prosecution,  and 
this  without  reference  to  the  party  who  may  ultimately  be  en- 
titled to  a  participation  in  its  proceeds.^ 

f  1124.  Bate  of  interest.  On  a  note  made  in  another  atat^ 
and  bearing  higher  interest  than  is  lawful  by  the  law  of  the 
forum,  the  foreign  statute  need  not  be  pleaded,  for  the  court 
may  presume  that  the  common  law,  by  which  any  rate  of  in- 
terest is  lawftd,  prevails  in  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  contract*^ 

f  1125.  Substitute  notes.  A  complaint  is  not  deficient,  in 
stating  a  cause  of  action,  because  after  alleging  valid  notesy  it 
states  that  they  were  given  up  and  canceled  on  the  giving  by 
defendant  of  new  notes,  in  which  usurious  interest  was  reserved 
for  the  extension  of  time.  The  plaintiff  may  in  such  a  case 
recover  upon  the  original  notes.®^ 

i  1126.  Value  received.  The  legal  effect  of  a  promissory 
note  is  the  same  with  or  without  the  words  "  value  received.**** 

f  1127.  Verbal  conditionB.  In  Indiana,^  it  was  held  that 
a  verbal  condition  could  not  be  annexed  to  a  promissory  note; 
but  in  New  York*  it  was  held  that  a  bill  or  not«  may  be  de- 
livered to  the  person  beneficially  interested  therein,  upon  con- 
ditions the  observance  of  which  is  essential  to  its  validity;  and 
the  annexing  of  such  conditions  to  the  delivery  is  not  an  onl 
contradiction  to  the  written  obh'gation,  though  negotiable,  as 
between  the  parties  to  it  or  others  having  notice. 

§  1128.  Void  notes.  Notes  given  for  a  gaming  conddera- 
tion  are  valid  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  indorsee.**     A  negotia- 

MWiUiams  V.  Brown,  2  Keyes,  480.  Oonsnlt  "Parties."  BUn- 
qulflt  V.  Markoe,  45  Minn.  805;  Harpendln^r  v.  Daniel,  80  Ky.  440. 

w  Y^noklnirhouse  v.  Gre^ie:,  10  Ind.  (Kerr)  401. 

92Wl?iPted  Bank  v.  Webb,  39  N.  Y.  325;  100  Am.  Dec.  485;  and 
see  Patterson  v.  Birdsall,  «4  N.  Y.  294;  21  Am.  Rep.  800. 

«3  People  V.  MeDermott,  8  Cal.  288;  Camwrlght  v.  Gray,  127  N.  Y. 
92:  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  424. 

M  Potter  V.  Earnest,  45  Ind.  418. 

i»  nf^r^tnn  V.  Martin,  52  N.  Y.  570. 

•fliTfl.iirht  V.  Joyce,  2  CeX.  84;  56  Am.  Dec.  811:  and  see  l^ler  v. 
Oarllsle.  79  Me.  210;  1  Am.  St.  R<*p.  301;  Srwidhelm  v.  Gilbert,  117 
Tnd.  71;  10  Arty.  St.  Rep.  23;  Snoddy  v.  Bank,  88  Tenn.  978;  IT 
Am.  St  Rep.  918. 
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ble  note>  the  conBideratioii  of  which  is  against  public  policy, 
becomes  valid  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder  before  matur- 
ity.^ A  promissory  note,  given  for  the  release  of  property 
seised  for  a  toll  imposed  by  the  state  law  on  lumber  floated 
down  a  stream  from  that  state  into  another,  is  void  for  want 
of  consideration.^ 

i  1189.  When  due.  When  days  of  grace  are  allowed,  the 
day  on  which  the  note  became  due  is  excluded  from  the  compu- 
tation.^ And  the  maker  has  all  of  the  last  day  on  which  his 
note  falls  due  to  pay  it,  and  suit  commenced  thereon  on  that 
day  is  premature.^^  A  promissory  note  payable  generally, 
without  specifying  any  time,  is  due  immediately.  ^^^ 

i  1180.  The  same  —  on  two  notes,  one  being  partly  paid. 

Form  No.  ig8. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
First. —  For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  detiyered  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [in- 
sert copy  of  note]. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  [except  

dollars,  paid  on  the day  of ,  18. .]. 

Second, —  For  a  second  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [in- 
sert copy  of  the  note]. 

n.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

•T  Thome  v.  Tontz,  4  Oal.  821. 

MC.  R.  L.  Go.  V.  Patterson,  88  Gal.  884. 

^  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  $  217;  Chit,  on  Bin&  403;'  Bailey  on 
Bills,  2i6;  see  Heise  v.  Bnmpass,  40  Ark.  545;  Hamilton  Oin  Oo. 
T.  Sinker,  74  Tex.  51;  Benson  y.  Adams,  69  Ind.  858;  35  Am.  Rep. 
220. 

loowilcombe  t.  Dodge,  8  Oal.  200;  58  Am.  Dec.  411;  see  Davis 
T.  EpiHnger.  18  Oal.  881  *  79  Am.  Dec.  184;  B^l  t.  Sackett,  88  Oal. 
407. 

101  Holmes  t.  West,  17  Oal.  628;  O'Neil  t.  Mairner.  81  id.  681; 
15  Am.  8t  Bep.  88;  Oonsins  t.  Partridge,  79  Oal.  228;  ses  anU,  '*  Bllla 
ef  nxebaBge." 
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Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  sum  of  [aggregate  piiacipalj,  with  interest  on 

dollars   thereof ,   from    the    day    of     ^ 

,   and   with   interest   on    dollars 

thereof,  from  the day  of ,  and  costs  of 

Buit.i<» 

i  1131.  Causes  of  action.  It  would  seem  that  several  notea 
are  several  causes  of  action,  and  must  be  separately  stated.^^ 
But  it  appears  the  contrary  is  held  in  lowa.^^ 

§  1 132.  SoTsral  notes  given  as  security. 

Form  No.  299, 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  upon  the day  of y  18. .,  the 

defendants   were  indebted  to   the   plaintiffs  in   the  sum   of 
dollars. 

II.  That  to  secure  the  payment  of  that  simi,  the  defendants 
made  their  promissory  notes,  copies  of  which  are  hereto  an- 
nexed, marked  Exhibits  "  A/'  "  B/*  and  "  C' 

III.  That  at  the  same  time  the  defendants  agreed  with  the 
plaintiffs,  in  writing,  that  in  case  of  default  in  the  payment  of 
any  of  the  said  notes,  at  any  time  when  the  same  should  become 

due  and  payable,  the  whole  amount  of  said  sum  of 

dollars  and  interest,  then  remaining  unpaid,  should  forthwith, 
at  the  option  of  the  plaintiffs,  become  at  once  due  and  payable. 

IV.  That  the  first  of  s&id  notes  became  due  and  payable  on 
the  day  of  ,  18 . . 

V.  That  defendants  have  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

103  If  preferred,  and  In  fact  It  Is  the  better  practice,  a  copy  of  the 
notea  may  be  set  out.  In  pleading  on  written  instmmeots.  By  doing 
00,  the  genuineness  and  due  execution  of  the  instrument  are 
deemed  admitted,  unless  the  answer  denying  the  same  be  verlflfd. 
OrJ.  Code  C!v.  Pro.,  S  447. 

108  Van  Namee  v.  Peoble,  9  How.  Pr.  198;  Dorman  v.  Kellam,  4 
Abb.  Pr.  202. 

104  Merrltt  ▼.  Nihart,  11  Iowa,  57;  Ragan  v.  Day,  46  Iowa,  289. 
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i  1133.  On  a  note  signed  by  an  agent. 

Form  No.  soo. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complaiiis,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  agent  [or  attorney  in  fact], 

duly  authorized  thereto,  made  his  promissory  note,  and  thereby 

promised  to  pay  to  thfe  plaintiff  [or  his  order]   

dollars,   months  after  said  date. 

II.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  [except   

dollars,  paid  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copies  of  notes  marked  Exhibits  "A,"  "  B  "  and  "  C']  ^^ 

S  1184*  Action  on  note  executed  by  agent.  A  complaint 
averring  that  the  principal,  by  his  agent,  made  a  promissory 
note,  is  good.^^  But  it  has  been  held  that  in  the  common 
counts  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  defendants  acted  by  an 
agent,  but  that  an  averment  that  the  act  was  the  act  of  the 
defendants  would  be  supported  by  proof  of  the  act  of  their 
agent.*^  Where  the  pleading  shows,  by  setting  out  a  copy  of 
the  instrument,  that  the  act  was  by  an  agent,  his  authority 
should  be  averred.^^  The  ratification  by  a  principal,  of  an 
unauthorized  act  of  an  agent,  has  a  retroactive  efficacy,  and 
being  equivalent  to  an  original  authority,  an  allegation  of  due 
authority  is  sustained  by  proof  of  such  ratification.*^ 

106  It  ig  not  necessary  to  allege,  "  agreed  to  deliver  and  did  make 
and  deliver  to  the  plaintifTs/*  because  the  copies  are  annexed,  show- 
inf?  pofiseesion  in  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  notes,  and  because  "  made  ** 
implies  delivery.  See  Brown  v.  South.  Mich.  R.  R  Co.,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
237. 

106  Childress  v.  Emory,  8  Wheat.  642;  Sherman  v.  Comstock,  2 
McLean,  19;  compare  Wilson  v.  Porter.  2  Cranch  C.  O.  458. 

107  Sherman  v.  ^ew  York  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  22  Barb.  239. 
106  McCallough  v.  Mobs,  5  Den.  667. 

109  Hoyt  V.  Thompson's  Ex'rs,  19  N.  Y.  207.  Where  it  is  claimed 
that,  in  the  execution  and  delivery  of  a  note,  the  maker  acted  as 
agent  for  another,  an  action  thereon  can  not  be  maintained  against 
both  the  alleged  principal  and  agent.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Turner, 
24  N.  Y.  Supp.  798.  In  this  case  the  complaint  was  held  bad  on 
demnnev. 
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I  1135.  On  a  nolo  zaade  by  partners. 

Form  No.  joi, 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complaina,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. ;»  at 

,  the  defendants^  under  their  firm  name  of  A.  B. 

&  Go.^  made  and  deUvered  to  the  plaintiff  their  promisaoiy  note, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [insert  copy  of  note]. 

U.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Dbjcand  of  Judgment.] 

11186.  The  same — how  alleged.  Signature  of  a  note,  in 
the  name  of  a  firm,  by  a  partner,  may  be  alleged  as  made  by 
the  firm.  It  is  sufficient  to  set  forth  a  writing  according  to  its 
legal  effect.^^^  All  the  joint  makers  of  a  promissory  note  are 
principals;^^^  and  suit  must  be  brought  against  them  alL^^ 

f  1187.  Another  form,  averring  partnenhip. 

Form  No.  302. 
[TiTLB.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  defendants  were  partners  doing  business  at , 

under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  &  Co. 

n.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendants,  under  their  said  firm  name,  made 

their  promissory  note,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff 

dollars months  after  said  date. 

m.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


f  1188.  Allegation  by  payee  as  recelTer  against  partn< 

Form  No,  303, 

That  heretofore  the  defendants  under  their  firm  name  of  A. 
B.  &  Co.,  made  their  promissory  note,  and  thereby  promised  to 

pay  to  the  plaintiff,  as  such  receiver  [or  to  his  order], 

dollars  on  the day  of ,  18 . . 

110  Manhattan  Oo.  t.  Ledyard,  1  Oal.  192;  Yallett  y.  Parker,  • 
Wend.  015;  see  Bass  t.  Olive,  4  Oamp.  78. 

iti  Shrlver  v.  Lovejoy,  82  Cal.  674. 

iisWoodworth  v.  Simfford,  2  McLean,  168;  Keller  v.  Blaadel,  1 
Nev.  491. 
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I  1188.  As  rach  receiver.  The  act  should  be  averred  m 
that  of  the  party  as  such  receiver.^^^  Where,  however,  the 
plaintiff's  character  is  bnce  sufficiently  stated,  the  word  **  plain- 
tiff'^  in  subsequent  parts  of  the  pleading  requires  no  addition 
to  the  description. 

1 1140.  Partnership.  An  averment  that  the  note  waa  in- ! 
doTsed  by  the  defendants  under  a  certain  name  and  description 
is  sufficient^^^  Where  the  fact  of  partnership  is  likely  to  be 
drawn  in  question,  it  is  better  to  aver  the  fact  distinctly.^"^ 
The  denial  of  the  copartnership  of  the  plaintiffs  is  immaterial 
unless  the  defendant  denies  the  execution  of  the  note.^^* 

I  1141.  Sight  note,  aUegation  of. 

Farm  No,  304. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ,' 

said  note  was  duly  presented  to  the  defendant  [maker],  with 
nbtifie  that  payment  was  required  according  to  the  terms 
iheTeof."^ 

I  114d.  On  a  note  wrongly  dated. 

Form  No,  30$- 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  certain  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
[insert  copy  of  note] ;  that  by  inadvertence  or  mistake  said  note 

was  dated  as  of  the day  of ,  instead  of 

the  said day  of [the  date  of  delivery]. 

n.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

iiiMerritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168,  and  cases  there  citod.  This 
'Clause  was  contained  In  the  complaint  In  Smith  v.  Levinns,  8  id. 
47^  and  see  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb.  179;  Sheldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How. 
Pf.  11. 

iM  Kendall  v.  Freeman.  2  McLean,  189:  Davis  v.  Abbott,  id.  29. 

« 

In  an  action  by  a  copartnership  on  a  promissory  note  alleged  to 
have  been  executed  to  the  firm,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  can  not  recover 
a  personal  judgment  upon  proof  that  the  note  was  executed  to  htm 
Individually.    Weinreich  v.  Johnson,  78  Cal.  264. 

iMOechs  V.  Cbok,  a  Duer,  161. 

u«Whltwell  V.  Thomap.  9  Cal.  400. 

insight  is  a  condition  precedent.    2  Chit.  PI.  284. 
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f.  1148.  Doxneetic  corporation,  payee,  against  a  foreign,  cor- 
poration. 

Form  No,  jo6.      ♦ 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complaiiis,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  incorporation  of  plaintiff  under  the  act  as  in  form 
No.  75.] 

II.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation,  chartered  by  and 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Nevada,  and  pursuant  to  an  act 
of  the  legislature  of  said  state  [titie  of  act],  passed  [date  of 
enactment]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  as  such  corporation,  by  one  A. 

B.,  its  agent  [or  attorney  in  fact],  made  its  promissory  note, 
and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  under  its  corporate 

name  of  E.  F.  [or  to  their  order], dollars, 

months  after  safd  date.     A  copy  of  said  note  is  hereto  attached^ 
marked  ^^  Exhibit  A,"  and  made  part  of  this  complaint. 

IV.  That  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1144.  Form  of  note.  "  The  president,  by  the  order  of  the 
board  of  the  A.  B.  Co.,  promises  to  pay,"  etc.,  signed  "  0.  D., 
Pres.,  E.  F.,'*  et  aL,  binds  the  individuals  signing,  and  not  the 
corporation."®  "  The  president  and  directors  of  the  A.  B.  Co. 
will  pay/*  etc.,  signed  "C.  D.,  Pres.,  E.  F.,"  et  at.,  does  not 
bind  the  individuals  signing,  but  only  the  corporation."* 

S  1145.  Insurance  company.  In  an  action  by  the  indorsees 
against  the  maker  of  a  note,  of  which  an  insurance  company 
were  the  payees  and  indorsers,  the  complaint  showed  that  the 
defendant  made  his  note  to  the  Atlas  Mutual  Insurance  Com- 
pany, or  order;  and  that  the  company  indorsed  it,  and  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  it  did  not  expressly 
aver  that  the  transfer  was  made  pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors;  it  was  held  sufficient  on  demurrer.  If  such 
resolutions  were  necessary,  it  was  implied  and  provable  under 
the  allegation  that  the  company  transferred  the  note.  But 
that  is  not  true  if  the  transfer  was  not  made  by  the  proper 
officer,  and  according  to  law.^*^ 

iisOaphart  v.  Dodd,  3  Bush,  584;  96  Am.  Dec.  288. 
ii^Yowel]  y.  Dodd.  .^  Bush.  581:  9A  Am.  Dec.  256;  and  see 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  139  N.  Y.  .^07;  36  Am.  St  Rep.  70B. 
190  Nelson  v.  Eaton,  15  How.  Pr.  306b 
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I  1140.  Power  of  corporation  to  make  note.  lu  the  abaence 
of  any  prohibitory  statute,  a  corporation  may  give  a  note  for  a 
debt  contracted  in  the  course  of  its  legitimate  business. ^^ 
Prima  facie,  a  corporation  has  power  to  take  a  promissory 
note.^^  Where  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  note  to  show 
that  it  was  issued  contrary  to  law,  or  that  the  consideration 
or  the  purpose  was  illegal,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  given 
for  a  lawful  purpose.^^ 

§  1147.  Payeo  against  surviving  maker. 

Farm  No.  jo/! 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  note  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  defendant  and  one  A.  B.  were  partners,  doing  bufli- 
nesB  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  &  Oo. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  they  made,  under  their  said  firm  name,  their 

promissory  note  of  that  date,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
[insert  copy  of  note]. 

in.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  said  A.  B.  died,  leaving  the  defendant  the  sole 

surviving  partner  of  said  firm. 

IV.  That  said  note  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judombnt.] 

§  1148.  When  action  liee  —  allegations.  A  joint  action  at 
law  can  not  be  maintained  against  the  survivor  and  adminis- 
trator of  the  deceased  maker  of  a  promissory  note.*^  The  rule 
in  equity  has  been  that  the  estate  of  a  deceased  joint  obligor 
could  only  he  reached  when  the  survivor  was  bankrupt  or  in- 
Folvent.^**     Where  an  action  is  brought  against  two,  as  the 

i«  Mott  v.  Hicks,  1  Cow.  51SJ,  532;  13  Am.  Dec.  550;  Moiw  v. 
Oakley,  2  Hill.  665;  Attpmey-General  v.  Life  &  Fir©  Insurance  Co., 
9  Pal^e  Ch.  470;  Kell^  v.  Mayor,  etc..  of  Brooklyn,  4  Hill,  263; 
McOiillonsrh  V.  Moss,  5  Denlo.  567;  Fifth  Ward  Sav.  Bank  v.  First 
Nat  Bank.  48  N.  .T.  L.  513;  Wright  v.  Hughes,  119  Infl.  824;  12  Am. 
Rt.  Rep.  412. 

122  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davia  12  N.  T.  569. 

128  Saiford  v.  Wyckoff,  4  Hill,  442;  Barker  v.  Mechanics'  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  8  Wend.  94:  20  Am.  Dec.  664.  A  corporation  has  no  implied 
power  to  become  a  party  to  bills  or  notes  for  the  accommodation 
of  others.    National  Park  Bank  v.  Security  Co.,  116  N.  Y.  281. 

124  Maples  V.  Geller,  1  Nev.  238. 

w  Id. 

82 
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suryivors  of  one  who  executed  a  joint  note,  it  is  not  eefiential 
to  allege  in  the  declaration  that  the  note  was  not  paid  bj  the 
deceased.  *** 


I  1140.  PajM  against  maker  and  indonwry  on  note 
the  faith  of  the  indorsement. 

Form  No.  308. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note^ 

•and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  at 

,  the  sum  of   dollare^    

months  after  said  date. 

II.  That  the  defendant  C.  D.  indorsed  said  note,  when  said 
A.  B.  delivered  the  same  to  plaintiff. 

III.  That  said  note  at  maturity  was  presented  to  said  A.  B. 
for  payment,  and  payment  thereof  demanded,  but  the  same 
was  not  paid;  of  all  which  due  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant 
CD. 

lY.  That  said  note  was  made  by  the  defendant  A.  B.,  and 
indorsed  by  the  defendant  C.  D.,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for 
estate  what],  on  the  credit  of  such  indorsement;  that  the  de- 
fendant C.  D.  indorsed  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 
far  the  said  maker  a  credit  with  the  plaintiff,  knowing  that  it 
would  be  so  applied,  and  that  said  note  was  so  passed  and  so 
Indorsed  by  the  defendant  with  his  privity,  to  the  plaintiff  in 
payment  for  [state  what]. 

V.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid.**' 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1150.  Vint  Indorsee  against  maker. 

Form  No.  309. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  promissory  note,  promised 

to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  CD., dollars. 

las  Bllver  v.  Henderson.  B  McT^ean,  185;  bnt  see  Winter  v.  Simon- 
ton,  ^  Oranch  O.  C.  62. 

i97$8^e  as  to  the  authorities  Rnstalnin^r  a  form  similar  to  ♦hia 
Moorp  V.  Oross,  10  X.  T.  227:  75  Am.  Dec.  .^2fl.    For  a  comnlaint 

00  instrument  for  payment  of  money  only.    Held  sufficient  aitalnst 
makers,  and  InRtiflloient  a^inst  IndorRers.  In  Obnkllni;  v.  Gandall. 

1  Keyes,  228. 
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U.  That  the  said  C.  D.  mdorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 
III.  That  defendant  haa  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  pari 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]    , 

1 1161.  Conalderation.  When  the  consideration  poasing  be- 
tween the  indorsee  and  his  indorser  is  not  equal  to  the  amount 
of  the  paper,  the  indorsee  as  against  his  indorser  can  recover 
only  the  amount  of  consideration  he  has  paid.^^  The  indorse- 
menty  as  well  as  the  making  of  a  note,  imports  a  consideration.^^ 
The  phrase,  in  a  declaration  on  a  note,  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
ceived it  "before  maturity,  bona  fide,  and  in  due  course  of 
trade,*'  means  that  he  took  it  for  value.*** 

I  1168.  Indorsement  by  a  firm.  An  indorsement  or  signa- 
ture of  a  note,  in  the  name  of  a  firm,  by  a  partner,  may  be  al- 
leged as  made  by  the  firm.  It  is  sufficient  to  set  forth  a  writ- 
ing according  to  its  legal  effect.*^*  So,  also,  of  joint  makers  not 
alleged  to  be  partners.*^  It  is  sufficient  in  such  cases  to  allege, 
generally,  that  M.  N.  &  Co.    indorsed  it.*® 

I  1168.  Owner.  The  holder  of  negotiable  paper  indorsed 
before  maturity  is  supposed  to  be  the  bona  fide  owner  of  the 
same,  and  all  intendments  are  in  his  favor. ***  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary that  he  should  show  how  he  became  possessed  of  the 
note.***    His  right  to  maintain  the  action  can  not  be  ques- 

i«Coye  V.  Palmer,  16  OW.  158. 

i»  Hughes  V.  Wheeler,  8  Oow.  77;  Omg^  v.  Armstrong.  3  Johns. 
Cas.  5;  2  Am.  Dec.  126;  Gonroy  v.  Warren,  3  Johna  Gas.  259; 
2  Am.  Dec.  156;  Safford  v.  Wyckaff.  4  HUl.  442;  Nelson  v.  CJowlng, 
6  Id.  336;  Wheeler  v.  Guild,  20  Pick.  5r)0;  GoUins  v.  Martin,  1 
Bos.  &  P.  648;  Luning  v.  Wise,  64  Gal.  410. 

isoMiUer  v.  Mayfleld,  37  Miss.  68a  An  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant became  liable  and  in  consideration  thereof  promised  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  note,  sufficiently  avers  that  the  ilefendant 
indorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiff  for  value.  Bartlett  v.  Leathers^ 
84  Me.  241. 

131  Manhattan  Go.. v.  Ledyard,  1  Gai.  192;  R.  C.,  Col.  &  G.  Gas. 
226;  Vallett  v.  Parker,  6  Wend.  615;  Bass  v.  Gllve,  4  Gamp.  68. 

182  Mack  V.  Spencer,  4  Wend.  411. 

^83  Cochran  v.  Scott,  3  Wend.  229;  Bacon  v.  Cook,  1  Sandf.  77; 
and  see  T^ow  t.  Warden.  77  C/sd.  94. 

3 M  Palmer  v.  Goodwin,  5  Gai.  458;  Spencer  v.  Garstarpenphen, 
15  Oreff.  445;  Wnlschner  v.  Sells,  87  Ind.  71;  Best  v.  National  Bank* 
76  m.  608;  HImmelmann  v.  Hotaling,  40  Gal.  111. 

lasid.;  5  Am.  Rep.  600. 
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tioned  on  the  ground  that  the  note  belongs  to  a  third  party, 
except  defendant  pleads  payment  to  or  offset  against  that 
party,^^  So^  it  has  been  decided  that  the  possession  obtained 
before  or  after  maturity  is  prima  facie  eyidence  of  ownershlp.^'^ 
It  is  no  objection  to  a  recovery  that  title  be  shown  out  of  the 
payee  by  special  indorsements,  without  any  retransfer  from 
th6  last  indorsee,  if  there  be  proof  that  the  indorsees  had  no 
interest  in  it*^  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  (indorsee) 
is  owner,  or  owner  and  holder,  is  unnecessary,  since,  when  title 
ia  shown,  a  denial  that  he  is  the  lawful  owner  and  holder^  is 
frivolous.*** 

S  1154.  T&6  same,  against  first  indorser. 

Form  No.  $10, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  a  promis- 
sory note,  made  [or  purporting  to  have  been  made]  by  one  A.  B., 

on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

to  the  order  of  the -defendant  to  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  presented  to  the  said  A.  B.  for  payment,  and  payment 
thereof  demanded,  but  the  same  was  not  paid  [or  state  facts 
excusing  want  of  presentment]. 

III.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant 

IV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

'  I  1155.  Aceommodation  indorsement.  Where  a  promisBOiy 
note  was  indorsed  by  a  third  person  before  delivery  to  the  payee, 
it  was  held  that  such  indorsement  was  prima  facie  an  accommo- 
dation to  the  payee,  but  proof  that  his  design  was  to  become  a 

186  Price  V.  Dunlap,  5  Cal.  483. 

13T  McOann  v.  Lewis,  8  Cal.  246. 

lasNa^Ie  v.  Lyman,  14  Cal.  450. 

189  Cfetlln  V.  Onnter.  1  Duer.  253;  Fleury  v.  tU>fcet,  5  San<)r.  «46; 
Poorman  v.  MUla.  35  Cal.  118;  95  Am.  Dec.  90;  Felch  v.  Beaudrj, 
40  Cal.  439.  Tn  an  action  by  an  indorsee  ajrainst  the  makere  of 
a  note,  the  note,  and  not  the  indorsement,  is  the  contract  con- 
stitntinf?  the  cause  of  action.  And  ft  is  suflScient  to  aver  in  the 
complaint  that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  payee  to  the  holder, 
without  setting?  forth  the  indorsement.  Bascom  v.  l\>ner,  5  lad. 
App.  229;  and  see  Price  v.  Jordan,  69  Cal.  668. 
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surety  or  guarantor  would  make  him  liable  to  the  payee.^^ 
\\  here  a  promissory  note  made  payable  to  IS.,  aud  previoua  to 
its  delivery  to  payee  was  indorsed  for  the  accommodation  of 
maker  by  H.  and  brother,  and  defendant,  upon  agreement  that 
each  would  become  surety  if  the  other  would,  they  were  guaran- 
tors jointly  and  not  severally  liable.^*^  To  create  a  several  lia- 
bility, express  words  are  necessary.**^ 

§  1166.  Demand,  how  made  and  alleged.  Payment  of  the 
note  must  be  first  properly  demanded  of  the  makers,  and  due 
notice  given  to  the  indorser,  before  any  legal  liability  attaches 
to  the  latter;  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  pleader  to  state 
these  facts.^*"  That  as  against  the  indorser,  an  averment  of  de- 
mand at  the  place  designated  is  deemed  necessary.^**  If  there 
are  stated  business  hours  at  the  place  where  it  is  made  payable, 
presentment  and  demand  must  be  made  within  those  hours.^** 
If  a  promissory  note,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  sight,  without 
interest,  is  not  duly  presented  for  payment  within  six  months 
p  from  its  date,  the  indorsers  thereof  are  exonerated,  unless  such 
presentment  is  excused.^^  But  if  payable  at  sight  or  on  de- 
mand with  interest,  mere  delay  in  presenting  does  not  exonerate 
any  party  thereto.^*^  The  failure  to  make  presentment  and 
demand  would  not  discharge  the  debt,  but  would  only  affect 
the  question  of  costs  and  damages.^*®  In  an  action  against  the 
indorser  of  a  bill  or  note,  an  allegation  of  a  demand  in  general 
terms,  "  although  often  requested,"  etc.,  is  good  after  verdict.^*^ 
But  if  the  note  was  made  payable  at  a  particular  place,  an  alle- 
gation as  in  preceding  form  will  be  sufficiently  specific  averment 
of  demand  and  notice.     The  contract  of  the  indorser  of  a  promis- 

140  Olarke  v.  Smith,  2  Oal.  005. 

141  Brady  v.  Reynolda,  13  Oal.  31. 

142  Id. 

i43  0onklin  v.  Gandall,  1  Keyee,  228;  and  see  Pahquioque  Bank 
V.  Martin,  11  Abb.  Pr.  291;  Parker  v.  Stroud,  98  N.  Y.  379;  60  Am. 
Rep.  685;  §  1106,  ante, 

144  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Smith.  11  Wheat.  171;  see  Civil  CJode, 
I  3131;  also,  Applegarth  v.  Abbott,  64  Oal.  459;  Brown  v.  Jones, 
113  Ind.  46;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  623;  FarweU  v.  Trust  Oo.,  45  Minn.  495; 
22  Am.  St.  Rep.  742. 

146  McParland  v.  Pico,  8  Cal.  626. 

146  Oal.  avil  Code,  ft  3248. 

147  Id.,  If  3214.  3247. 

148  Montgomery  v.  Tutt,  11  Oal.  307. 

149  Lefflbgwell  v.  White,  1  Johns.  OCus.  99;  1  Am»  Dec.  97. 
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Bory  note  is  a  written  one,  and  his  liability  a  conditional  one, 
to  pay  upon  a  proper  demand  and  notice,^^  upon  a  demand 
upon  the  maker  made  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  in 
the  event  of  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  indorser  will  pay.^^^  And 
the  contract  can  not  be  changed  from  a  conditional  to  an  afaeo- 
lute  contract  by  parol  evidence.^*^ 

§  1157.  Demand  and  notice^  allegation,  of  exciue  of  omia- 
aion  of.  An  express  waiver  of  notice  of  nonpayment  is  suffi- 
cient excuse  of  demand  and  notice  of  nonpayments^  And  this 
may  be  done  by  an  agent  of  the  indorser,  and  a  verbal  waiver  of 
demand,  or  of  demand  and  notice,  may  be  proved.^^  But  the 
declaration  of  the  indorser,  made  to  a  third  person,  **  that  notice 
not  having  been  given  at  the  proper  time  would  make  no  differ* 
ence  to  him,  and  that  he  would  do  what  was  right,''  is  not  a 
waiver.*"  Where  payment  by  the  maker  to  the  indorser  is 
relied  upon  as  an  excuse,  it  must  be  payment  directly  and 
specifically  for  the  note,  not  as  security  for  transactions  in  the 
aggregate.**^  If  the  waiver  was  before  maturity,  it  operates  as 
an  estoppel  to  the  indorser  from  denying  that  demand  was 
made  and  notice  given,  and  evidence  of  such  waiver  is  admis- 
sible under  the  averment  of  demand  and  notice.*"^ 

f  1158.  Indorsement,  averment  of.  An  averment  in  the  dec- 
laration that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  defendants  under 
a  certain  name  and  description,  is  sufficient.  Where  a  contract 
shows  a  joint  liability,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  a  partnership."* 

iBOGkrfdman  v.  Davis,  2&  Ctd.  256. 

101  Keyes  v.  Fenstermaker,  24  Cal.  829l 

iB3G(^dman  v.  Davis,  2a  Oal.  26a. 

iBSMatthey  V.  Gaily,  4  Oal.  62;  60  Am.  Dec.  095;  lilntom  ▼. 
Fisher,  7  Oal.  578. 

164  See  Mills  v.  Beard,  19  Oal.  158;  see,  also,  Drinkwater  v.  Ttb- 
betts,  17  Me.  16^  where  notice  was  waived  in  writing. 

iBSOlendorf  v.  Swartz,  5  Oal.  480;  68  Am.  Dec.  141;  see  further, 
as  to  waiver,  §  1005,  ante;  Pool  v.  Anderson,  116  Ind.  88;  Shaw  v. 
McNeil,  95  N.  O.  535. 

iM  Van  Norden  v.  Buckley.  5  Oal.  288. 

167  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  9  N.  Y.  525;  Ooddington  v.  Davis,  1  N.  Y. 
186;  see  Oivil  Code,  §  3156.  The  fact  that  the  maker  of  a  note, 
before  its  maturity,  notifies  the  president  of  a  bank  in  which  it  was 
left  for  collection  that  he  would  not  be  able  to  pay  It  at  maturity, 
does  not  excuse  the  holder  from  presenting*  it  for  payment  so 
to  charge  the  indorsers.    Applegarth  v.  Abbott,  64  Oal.  460. 

IBS  Kendall  v.  Freeman,  2  McLean,  186;  Davis  v.  Abbott»  id. 
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The  fact  of  the  indorsement  only  need  be  pleaded  to  show  title 
in  the  plaintiff^  and  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner 
and  holder  is  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  need  not  be  pleaded.^^ 
Where  an  indorsement  upon  a  promissory  note  was  made,  not 
by  the  payee,  but  by  persons  who  did  not  appear  to  be  other- 
wise connected  with  the  note,  and  the  note  thus  indorsed  was 
handed  to  the  payee  before  maturity,  a  motion  to  strike  out  of 
the  declaration  a  recital  of  these  facts,  and  also  an  allegation 
that  this  indorsement  was  thus  made  for  the  purpose  of  guar- 
anteeing the  note,  was  properly  overruled.^®®  In  an  action 
agHinst  a  corporation  as  indorsers,  it  need  not  be  averred  that 
the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  defendants  in  the  course  of  their 
legitimate  business.^*^ 

I  1159.  IndorBement,  effect  of.  The  presumption  is  that  the 
indorsee  of  a  promissory  note  is  the  holder  thereof  for  value.*** 
Where  a  promissory  note  is  indorsed  in  blank,  the  title  and 
right  of  action  pass  by  delivery,  and  the  note  is  payable  to  the 
bearer.***  An  unlawful  diversion  is  not  to  be  presumed,  but 
negotiation  to  a  bona  fide  holder  may  be  presumed,  where  the 
paper  bears  the  blank  indorsement  of  the  defendant.***  An 
agent  who  has  received  a  promissory  note  by  indorsement,  holds 
the  title  as  against  all  persons  thereto,  except  the  principal,  and 
may  maintain  an  action  thereon  in  his  own  name.*** 

§  1160.  Notice  to  charge  indorser.  Notice  of  demand,  as  well 
as  of  nonpayment,  should  be  alleged.***  A  general  averment  of 
notice  of  all  the  premises  is  sufficient.**^  Where  a  note  is  due 
on  the  first  of  July,  the  fourth  being  a  nonjudicial  day,  notice 
of  protest  on  the  third  is  premature,  and  will  not  charge  the 
indorser.***    In  California,  whenever  any  act  of  a  secular  na^ 

iisopoorman  v.  Mills,  3.5  Gal.  118.  95  Am.  Dec.  90;  $  185,  ante- 

leo  Key  v.  Simpson.  22  How.  (U.  S.)  341. 

161  Mechanics'  Banking  Ass'n  v.  Spring  Valley  Shot  &  Lead  Ck>.» 
25  Barb.  419;  Nelson  v.  Eatan,  15  How.  Pr.  305. 

i62Poarman  v.  Mills,  35  Oal.  118;  95  Am.  Dec.  90. 

i«8id. 

i«4  Rice  v.  Isham,  1  Keyes,  44. 

iwPoorman  v.  Mills,  35  Cal.  118;  95  Am.  Dec.  90. 

iw  PaJbquioque  Bank  v.  Martin,  11  Abb.  Pr.  291;  Cllft  v.  Rodf^er, 
25  Hun,  39;  CJook  v.  Warren.  8S  N.  Y.  37.  And  this  is  so,  although 
the  note  was  past  due  when  the  defendant  indorsed  It.  Alloman 
V.  Bowen,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  81«i:  Flsenlord  v.  Dillenback,  15  Hun,  23. 

167  Boot  V.  Franklin.  3  .Tohtm.  207. 

i68Toothaker  v.  Cornwall,  3  Cal.  144. 
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tiire,  other  than  a  work  of  necessity  or  mercy,  is  appointed  by 
law  or  contract  to  be  performed  upon  a  particular  day,  which 
day  falls  upon  a  holiday,  it  may  be  performed  upon  the  next 
business  day,  with  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  performed 
upon  the  day  appointed.^®®  If  much  time  intervenes  between 
demand  and  notice,  in  transfers  after  maturity,  the  question 
may  arise  whether  the  delay  has  not  released  the  indorser.*^ 
When  demand  of  payment  is  made  upon  the  maker  of  a  note 
payable  on  demand,  notice  of  demand  and  nonpayment  must 
be  given  to  the  indorser  within  the  same  time  which  is  required 
in  the  case  of  a  bill  made  payable  at  a  particular  day;^*^^  and  it 
should  be  made  on  the  day  following  the  demand,  unless  good 
reason  exists  for  not  doing  so.*"^^  An  indorser  who  signs  his 
name  under  the  words,  "holden  on  the  within  note,'Ms  entitled 
to  notice  of  demand  and  nonpayment."* 

S  1161,  Notice,  how  given.  Notice  should  be  personally  served, 
if  indorser  resides  in  the  same  city,  and  in  such  case  service 
tlirough  the  post-office  is  not  suflScient.*''*  To  charge  an  in- 
dorser, it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  notice  of  dishonor 
was  actually  received  by  him,  nor  even  that  it  was  addressed  to 
him  at  his  place  of  residence.*''^  Notice  left  by  a  notary  at  the 
residence  of  the  indorser,  he  being  at  the  time  absent,  but  not 
signed  by  any  one,  is  insufficient  to  charge  the  indorser.*'"*  If 
the  notary  in  good  faith  use  due  diligence,  and  acts  upon  in- 
formation from  proper  parties  in  mailing  his  notice,  the  indorser 
will  be  charged,  notwithstanding  the  notice  may  be  sent  to  the 
wrong  place  and  never  reach  him.*''^  Notice  of  protest  of  a 
note  left  at  the  house  in  Washington  of  a  member  of  Congress, 
nfter  Congress  had  adjourned,  and  he  had  left  the  city  as  was 
his  custom  at  such  times,  and  his  domicile  was  in  the  district  he 
represented,  and  his  Washington  house  was  occupied  by  strang- 
ers by  his  permission,  who  did  not  pay  rent,  is  not  sufl&cient.*^ 

iwCal.  Civil  CcMie,   ft   11. 
iTOThompsoD  V.  WilllamB,  14  Cal.  IfJO. 

171  Keyes  v.  Fenstermaker,  24  Cal.  329. 

172  T<1. 

178  Vanoe  v.  Collins.  6  Cal.  435. 
174  Td.:  but  Ree  Civil  C^de,  fi  3144. 
i7BOarver  v.  Pownle,  33  Cal.  176. 
i76Klorkenbauiii  v.  Pieraon.  16  Cal.  375. 

177  Carver  v.  Pownle,  33  Cal.  176. 

178  Bayly's  Adm'r  v.  Chubb.  16  Gratt.  (Va.)  284.  Aa  to  Mrrtce 
of  notice  under  the  Civil  Code  of  Oalifomla,  see  §  3144.    Notice 


4>57i  PBOMISSOBY  N0TS8,  ETO.  §§   1162,   116S 

S  1102.  Notioe,  Buffidency  of.  A  notice  is  sufficients^  if  from 
it  it  can  be  reasonably  inferred  that  the  note  was  presented 
iind  dishonored;^'^  but  if  it  state  that  the  demand  was  made  on 
A  day  subsequent  to  maturity,  it  will  not  bind  the  indorsers.**^ 
The  certificate  need  not  state  the  form  of  notice  given,  as  any 
notice  is  sufficient  which  informs' the  party,  either  by  express 
terms  or  by  implication.^*^  Whether  verbal  or  written,  and 
even  without  description  of  the  note,  if  at  the  time  of  receiving 
notice  he  knew  the  paper  referred  to,  it  is  sufficient.^**^  Where 
notes  are  indorsed  before  maturity,  the  notice  must  state  the 
time  of  the  demand  and  dishonor;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the 
note  was  indorsed  after  maturity.  A  notice  by  the  holder  that 
lie  had  "  demanded  payment  of  that  note,"  implies  a  demand 
of  the  maker;  and  the  declaration  that  he  intended  to  look  to 
the  indorser  for  payment,  implies  nonpayment. ^*^^ 

§  lies.  Notice,  how  alleged.  Where  the  complaint  against 
the  indorser  of  a  note  alleges  due  demand,  nonpayment,  and 
protest,  and  that  due  notice  of  such  nonpayment  and  protest 
was  given,  it  is  sufficient,  without  averring  notice  of  demand 
also.^^  A  general  averment  of  due  notice  is  sufficient  to  charge 
an  indorser.^**     "That  the  note,  on  the  day  it  matured,  was 

presented  for  payment  at  the  banking-house  of , 

and  payment  thereof  demanded,  and  thereupon  the  same  was 
duly  protested  for  nonpayment,"  is  a  sufficient  notice  of  de- 
mand, refusal,  and  nonpayment,  to  charge  the  indorser.*^ 

• 

may  properly  be  given  by  an  agmit  and  he  may  give  it  In  his  own 
nama  Drexler  v.  McGlynn,  99  Cal.  14.S.  Notice  may  be  given  to 
the  representatives  of  a  deceased  indorser.    Id. 

i79Staughton  v.  Swan,  4  Cal.  213;  60  Am.  Dec.  006;  Cal.  Civil 
Code.  I  3143. 

iWTevls  V.  Wood,  5  Cal.  393. 

1^1  McFarland  v.  Pico,  a  Oal.  626. 

i«2  Thompson  v.  WiUlams,  14  Cal.  160.  Notice  may  be  given 
verbally.    Pierce  v.  Schaden.  55  Cal.  406. 

i«8  Thompson  v.  Williams,  14  Cal.  160. 

i«4  Spencer  v.  Rogers  Locomotive  Works,  17  Abb.  Pr.  110. 

185  Firth  V.  Thrush,  8  Bam.  &  Cress.  387;  S.  C  2  Man.  &  R.  359; 
Dwight  V.  Wing,  2  McLean.  580;  Smith  v.  McEvoy.  8  Utah,  58. 

1WJ  Eastman  v.  Tnrnian.  24  Cal.  379.  But  a  complaint  seeking  to 
charge  an  indorser  by  notice  of  protest,  which  shows  upon  the 
face  of  the  pleading  that  the  note  was  not  in  fact  presented  at 
maturity  to  the  maker,  but  seeks  to  excuse  presentment  merely  upon 
the  ground  that  the  maker  crMilrt  not  %»  found  in  the  place  at  which 
the  note  was  dated,  and  states  no  facts  respecting  the  knowledge 

Vol.  T— 83 


§§  1164, 1165     roKMS  of  complaints.  65a 

• 

§  1164.  Presentment.  An  averment  that  at  maturity  the  note& 
were  duly  presented  for  payment  to  the  makers,  is,  upon  de- 
murrer, a  suflBcient  averment  of  a  presentment  at  the  place 
specified  in  the  notes.^®^  Nor  need  it  be  shown  by  whom  it  wa& 
presented.^®*  An  allegation  of  presentment  by  a  bank  does  not 
imply  ownership,  but  at  most  a  holding  as  agent  for  another.^^ 
Where  it  was  alleged  in  a  declaration  -that  a  note  when  due 
was  presented  to  the  bank  for  payment,  to-wit,  23d  of  July, 
1841,  it  was  held,  that  the  statement  of  the  date,  being  incon- 
sistent with  the  allegation  that  the  note  was  presented  when 
due,  should  be  rejected  as  surplusage.*^ 

S  1165.  Presentment  and  demand.  To  charge  an  indorser  of 
a  note  payable  on  demand,  presentment  must  be  made  within 
a  reasonable  time,  and  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time  de- 
pends upon  the  facts  of  each  particular  case.*®*  If  delay  has 
occurred,  the  holder  must  aver  and  prove  the  circumstances 
excusing  the  delay.**^  A  delay  of  thirteen  months  waa  held 
unreasonable.*®*  After  presentment  and  demand,  the  liabilities 
of  the  parties  become  fixed.*®*  But  the  presentment  and  de- 
mand must  be  made  in  reasonable  hours,  and  reasonable  hours 
depend  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  the  bill  is  payable 
at  a  bank  or  elsewhere.*®**  And  when  a  promissory  note  is  pro- 
tested, the  protest  must  be  attended  with  all  the  incidents  of  a 
foreign  bill  of  exchange.*®®    Presentment  of  a  note  to  a  joint 

of  the  indorsees,  or  their  agents,  as  to  the  actual  place  of  residence 
or  business  of  the  maker  of  the  note,  and  not  alleging  what  was 
such  last  known  place  of  residence  or  business,  or  that  an  inquiry 
or  presentment  was  made  thereat,  is  held  insufficient  to  charge  the 
indorser.    Haber  v.  Brown,  101  Oal.  445. 

lOT  Pemer  v.  WiUiams,  37  Barb.  9;  14  Abb.  Pr.  215. 

18«  Boehm  v.  Campbell,  Gow.  55;  8.  C,  5  Bng.  Com.  L.  R.  469. 
and  see  Hunt  v.  Maybe^,  7  N.  Y.  206. 

189  Farmers  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Wadsworth,  24  N.  Y.  547. 

iWHyslop  V.  Jones,  3  McLean,  96, 

iM  Keyes  v.  Fenstermaker,  24  Cal.  329. 

102  Id.  In  case  of  indorsement  of  an  oyerdne  note,  demand  and 
notice  should  l>e  made  and  given  at  least  within  the  time  for  de- 
mand and  notice  in  case  of  a  note  payable  on  demand.  Beer  y. 
Clifton,  98  Oal.  323;  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  172;  and  see  Smith  t.  Oars,  9 
Oreg.  278;  Bassenhorst  y.  Wilby,  45  Ohio  St.  383. 

108  Jerome  v.  Stebbins.  14  OeJ.  474. 

iM  McFarland  v.  Pico,  8  Cal.  626. 

106  Id.  • 

iMl^irlB  y.  Randall,  6  Cal.  632;  65  Am.  Dec.  647. 
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maker  ie  excused,  if  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  maturity 
of  the  note,  such  maker  resided  in  a  state  other  than  that  in 
which  payment  should  be  made.^^ 

I  1166.  Allegation  of  notice  to  indorser  waived. 

Form  No,  sii. 

That  the  defendant  [indorser]  thereafter  waived  the  laches 
of  the  plaintiff  in  not  giving  him  notice  thereof,  and  promised- 
to  pay  said  note. 

§  1167.  Allegation  of  ezcuae  for  nonpresentment  — maker  not 
fonnd. 

Form  No.  312, 

That  at  the  maturity  of  said  note,  search  and  inquiry  was 
made  for  said  John  Doe,  at  [place  of  date  of  note],  that  the 
same  might  be  presented  to  him  for  paymeiit;  but  he  could  not 
be  found,  and  the  same  was  not  paid.  [Note. —  State  any  facta 
relative  to  search  and  inquiry,  and  failure  to  find  the  party.  ]^®* 

I  1168.  Allegation  of  promise  to  pay.  There  is  a  distinction 
between  a  promise  by  the  indorser  to  pay,  proved  as  presumptive 
evidence  of  actual  notice,  and  a  promise  proved  as  evidence  of 
a  waiver.     The  former  should  not  be  alleged;  the  latter  should.^^ 

§  1169.  Protest.  There  is  no  necessity  of  protesting  a  promis- 
sory note.  A  demand  of  payment  and  refusal,  and  notice  to 
the  indorser  are  all  that  is  required.^^  It  is  but  a  form  of  evi- 
dence of  demand  and  notice.  A  simple  averment  of  present- 
ment and  refusal  to  pay  is  sufficient.^*  An  averment  of  pro- 
test does  not  imply  a  proper  demand.^^  An  averment  that  a 
note  protested  is  not  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  it  was  duly 
presented  for  payment  to  the  maker,  and  payment  was  refused.^^ 

iWLunlng  V.  Wise,  64  Cal.  410. 

iflsof  course  the  aU^ation  depends  upon  the  facts  in  each  case. 
As  to  sufDciency  of  this  form,  see  2  Chit.  PI.  1^4;  also,  Haber  v. 
Brown,  101  Gal.  445. 

i»  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat.  183;  Leonard  v.  Gary,  10  Wend. 
504;  Tebbetts  v.  Dowd,  23  id.  379;  Miller  v.  Hackley,  5  Johns.  375; 
4  Am.  Dec.  372;  Duryee  v.  Dennison,  5  Johns.  248;  Jones  v. 
O'Brien,  26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  283. 

2001  Pars,  on  Cont.  238;  Edw.  on  Bills,  208:  Coddlngton  v.  Davia. 
1  N.  Y.  180;  McParland  v.  Pico,  8  Cal.  626;  Cole  v.  Jessup,  10  How. 
Pr.  515. 

aw  Price  V.  McClave,  6  Duer.  544. 

2ca  Graham  v.  Machado,  (?  Dner,  r>i5:  Price  v.  McClave,  Id.  544. 

208  Price  V.  McClave,  3  Abb.  Pr.  253. 
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i  1170.  The  same  —  against  maker  and  first  indorser. 

Form  No.  313. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant   A.  B.,  by  his  promissory  note, 

promised  to  pay  to  the  defendant  CD.   dollars, 

months  after  date. 

II.  That  the  said  C.  D.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  presented  to  the  said  A.  B.  for  payment,  but  was  not 
paid. 

IV.  That  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  said  C.  D. 

V.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  1171.  Discharge  of  Indebtedness.  Giving  a  note  payable  at 
a  future  time  does  not  discharge  the  debt.^^  So  when  a  note 
is  given  for  an  account.^*  The  substitution  of  a  new  security 
will  discharge  the  indorser.^^  Where  a  person  sued  on  a  note 
which  had  two  indorsements,  signed  by  the  payee,  the  first  a 
receipt  for  the  amount  due,  and  the  second  in  the  words,  **  with- 
out recourse  to  me,'*  there  was  no  presumption  that  the  indorse- 
ments were  made  at  different  times,  or  that  payment  was  volun- 
tary and  unconditional.^^ 

§  1172.  Indorsement.  The  allegation  of  indorsement  to  the 
plaintiff  is  essential.^^ 

I  1173.  Joint  and  several  liability.  In  New  York  the  as- 
signor and  maker  of  nonnegotiable  paper  can  not  be  joined  in 
an  action  thereon  by  the  assignee.^^ 

204  Brewster  v.  Bours,  8  Cal.  502;  Smith  v.  Owens,  21  id.  11. 
20B  Hipffins  V.  Wortell,  18  CaJ.  330. 
2or.  Smith  v.  Harper,  5  Cal.  ^20. 

207  Frank  v.  Brady.  8  Cal.  47. 

208  Montague  v.   Reingef,  11  Iowa,  503;  Bennett  v.   Orowell,  T 
Minn.  385. 

209  White  V.  Low,  7  Barb.  204;  and  see  Allen  v.  Fosgate,  U  How. 
Pr.  21a 


661  PBOMISSORY   NOTES,   ETC.  §§    1174:-1177 

§  1174.  Indorsee  against  maker,  or  note  drawn  to  maker's  own 
order. 

Form  No.  314, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiif  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  promissory  note,  promised 

to  pay  to  bearer  [or  to  his  own  order], dollars, 

months  after  date  [or  on  demand]. 

II.  That  the  same  was  by  the  indorsement  of  the  defendant 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1175.  Indorsement  essential.  It  would  seem  that  when  a 
note  is  drawn  to  the  drawer's  own  order,  the  indorsement  by 
the  maker  is  necessary  to  pass  the  title.^^®  But  in  New  York 
it  is  provided  otherwise  by  statute.*" 

I  1176.  Bnbsequent  indorsee  against  maker. 

Form  No.  315. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  making  of  note.] 

II.  That  the  same  was,  by  the  indorsement  of  the  said  C.  D. 
and  L.  M.  and  N.  0.  [or,  and  others],  transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 

in.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1177.  Allegation  of  indorsements.  '  The  use  of  the  words 
"  and  others  "  will  perhaps  obviate  the  necessity  of  proving  the 
indorsements,  which,  if  stated,  must  be  proved.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state  all  the  indorsements,  as  possession  by  plaintiff  and 
production  at  the  trial  is  a  legal  presumption  that  he  is  the 
owner,  and  for  value.^*  Nor  to  allege  genuineness  of  indorse- 
no  Macferson  V.  Thoytee,  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  20;  Bosanquet  v. 
Anderson.  6  Esp.  43;  Bmith  v.  Lusher.  5  Gow.  688. 

211 2  R.  S.  N.  Y.  53;  and  see  Plets  v.  Johnson.  3  Hill,  112; 
Masters  v.  Barrets,  2  Oarr.  &  K.  715;  S.  C.  61  Enjf.  Com.  I/.  714. 

212  Smith  V.  Schanck.  18  Barb.  344:  James  v.  Chalm<^rs.  6  N.  Y. 
20»;  Parrel!  v.  Lovett,  68  Me.  326;  28  Am.  Rep.  58;  Lee  v.  Whitney, 
140  Mass.  448;  Johnson  v.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank,  88  Ala.  371. 
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ments.^^^  If  the  defendant  on  the  trial  prove  loss  or  theft  of 
the  note  in  rebuttal  of  such  presumption^  the  plaintiff  may 
prove  that  he  took  the  note  in  good  iaith^  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration.^** 

$  1178.  The  same  —  against  firat  izidorser  —  IndonenMiit 
special. 

Form  No.  ^id. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complainjB^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  one  A.  B.  a  promissory  note 

made  by  one  C.  D.,  on  the day  of >  18. ., 

at 9  to  the  order  of  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  payable days  after  date. 

II.  That  the  same  was  by  the  indorsement  of  the  said  A.  B. 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff  [or  that  the  said  £.  F.  indorsed  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1179.  The  same  —  against  intermediate  indorser. 

Form  No.  317. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  a  promissory  note  made  by  one  A.  B.  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  to  the  order  of 

one   C.  D.,  for   the    sum   of    dollars    [payable 

days  after  date],  and  indorsed  by  tl^e  said  C.  D. 

to  the  defendant,  was  by  the  indorsement  of  the  defendant 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 

II,  III,  and  IV.  [Same  as  in  form  No.  313.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1180.  The  same  —  against  his  immediate  indorser. 

Form  No.  318. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  indorsed  to  him  a  promisaorj  note 
made  by  one  A.  B.  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

218  Pentss  V.  Winterbottom,  5  Den.  51. 

«4Catlln  V.  Hauser,  1  Duer,  309;  Rochester  v.  Taylor.  2S  Barb. 
18:  Peacock  v.  Rhodes,  2  Ponprl.  fB3;  4  Randf.  97:  MllUs  v.  Bnrbpr. 
1  Mcc.  &  W.  42,5;  Dc  la  Ohanmette  v.  Bank  of  Ensrlnnil.  0  Bnm. 
fz  Cresfl.  208;  2  Pampb.  5;  Miller  ▼.  Race,  1  Burr.  452;  Grant. v. 
Yaughan,  3  Id.  1516. 
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at  ,  to  the  order  of  one  C.  D.,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  payable  days  after  date, 

and  indorsed  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  defendant. 
II,  III,  and  iv.    [As  in  form  No.  313.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1181.  The  same  —  against  all  prior  parties. 

Form  No.  319. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  A.  B.,  by  his  promissory  note, 

promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  CD ,.  • . . 

dollars,  . . .  .* months  after  date. 

II.  That  the  said  C.  D.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  defendant 
Vj.  p.,  who  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the    day  of    ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  presented  [or  state  facts  excusing  presentment]  to 
the  said  A.  B.  for  payment,  but  it  was  not  paid. 

IV.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F, 

V.  That  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1182.  Transfers  not  by  indorsement  —  by  assignee  of  note. 

Form  No.  320. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  promissory  note,  promised 

to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  A.  B dollars, 

days  after  date. 

II.  That  said  A.  B.  sold  and  delivered  said  note  to  the  plain- 
tiff [for  a  valuable  consideration,  before  it  was  payable]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1188.  Allegations  of  assig^nment.  An  averment  that  the 
note  was  asfiiirned  on  tlie  day  or  at  the  time  of  its  execution  is 
f^ufficient.^*^  But  consideration  need  not  be  averred.^^^  By  the 
assignment  of  the  note  alleged,  the  plaintiff  acquired  title  to 

215  Silver  v.  Henderson,  3  Mcliean.  ^(^T^\  compare  Earhart  v.  Camp- 
bell, Hempst.  40:  Thomson  v.  M([  Association.  103  Ind.  270;  Bichel- 
birgor  V.  OUl  Xnt.  Rflnk,  ia?  i^l.  401. 

-ifi  Wilson  V.  rodmsnV,  FvVs.  ?*  Cv^vv\\,  193, 
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the  note^  and  the  action^  under  the  Code^  could  be  maintainod 
in  his  own  name.^^  •  Under  the  common  law,  if  it  appeared 
from  the  declaration  that  the  note  was  not  yet  payable,  a  de- 
murrer would  lie.^^®  If  the  complaint,  not  verified,  sets  out  the 
note,  and  avers  assignment  by  payee  to  plaintiff,  and  the  answer 
is  a  general  denial,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  assignment.*^* 
In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  negotiable  paper  payable  to 
bearer,  it  is  sufficient,  after  alleging  that  the  defendants  drew 
it,  to  allege  that  it  was  transferred  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
without  saying  by  whom,  if  it  be  also  alleged  that  the  transfer 
was  for  value,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner.*^  The  alle- 
gation on  a  note  payable  to  bearer  is  sufficient,  if  it  allege  that 
it  is  his  property,  and  that  the  amount  is  due.^^  •  In  case  the 
note  is  payable  to  the  order  of  a  fictitious  person,  and  in  case  it 
is  payable  to  the  maker's  own  order,  it  is  in  law  payable 
to  bearer.*^  The  words  "  before  its  maturity,"  and  "  for  value/' 
are  not  material  to  the  cause  of  action.  Unless  the  contrary  is 
shown,  the  indorsement  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made 
before  maturity.*^  In  an  action  upon  promissory  notes  a.^- 
signed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  for  goods  sold,  the  plaintiff  may 
properly  allege  in  his  complaint,  on  his  "  information  and  be- 
lief,'* that  the  notes  were  executed  by  the  defendant;  and  he 
might  allege  in  the  same  w^ay  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  the 
defendant,  for  they  might  have  been  sold  by  his  agent.  A  mo- 
tion to  strike  out  the  words  "  on  information  and  belief  "  should 
be  denied.^^ 

217  Savage  v.  Bevler,  12  How.  Pr.  1(56;  Hastings  v.  McKinley,  1 
E.  D.  Smith.  273:  and  see  Rising  v.  Teabout,  73  Iowa,  419;  Elinquist 
T.  Markoe.  45  Minn.  305;  Stevens  v.  Hannan,  86  Mich.  306;  24  Am. 
St.  Bep.  125. 

218  Waring  v.  Yates,  10  Johns.  119;  Lowry.  v.  Lawrence,  1  Cal.  69. 

219  Hastings  V.  DoUarhide,  18  Cal.  3G1. 

220  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Stralton.  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  11. 

221  Dabney  v.  Reed,  12  Iowa,  315. 

222Minet  V.  Gibson,  1  H.  Blackst.  569;  Plets  v.  Johnson,  3  Htll 
112. 

228  Plnkerton  v.  Bailey,  8  Wend.  600;  Pratt  v.  Adams,  7  Paige  Oh. 
615;  Nelson  v.  Cowing.  0  Hill,  330;  Case  v.  Mechanics'  Banking 
Association,  4  N.  Y.  166;  and  see  James  v.  Chalmers.  6  id.  209. 

224  St  John  V.  Beers,  24  How.  Pr.  377.  The  fact  that  all  of  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  by  an  assignee  of  a  note,  inclnding  the 
allegation  of  nonpayment  are  prefaced  with  a  statement  that  they 
are  made  upon  information  and  belief  does  not  affect  the  cause  of 
action,  and  is  not  a  ground  of  general  demurrer.  Stanton  v.  QuiDaii» 
91  CaL  1. 
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§  1184.  Law  of  place.  An  assignment  of  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment, as  between  the  parties  to  that  assignment,  is  subject  to 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  assignment  is  made;  and  if  by 
such  law  the  assignment  is  void,  as  against  law  the  assignee 
can  exercise  no  right  under  such  assignment;^^  and  what  is  a 
discharge  of  a  contract,  in  a  place  where  it  was  made,  will  be 
of  equal  avail  in  every  other  other  place.  Except  that  where 
a  contract  is  to  be  executed  at  a  place  different  from  that  where 
it  is  made,  the  law  of  the  place  of  execution  will  apply .^^ 

§  1185.  Note  with  a  blank  for  name  of  payee,  how  pleaded. 
Where,  in  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money,  the  name  of 
the  payee  is  left  blank,  with  the  intention  that  such  instrument 
may  be  transferred  by  delivery,  since  any  lawful  holder  may  fill 
the  blank  with  his  own  name  as  payee,  he  may  plead  it  in  an  ac- 
tion  thereon  as  having  been  delivered  to  some  persons  unknown, 
for  a  consideration  from  them  received,  and  as  having  thereafter 
come  lawfully  into  plaintiff's  possession,  and  that  he  is  the 
oAvner  thereof.^^  There  must  be  two  parties  to  every  promis- 
sory note,  a  maker  and  a  payee;  if  the  payee  named  is  not  in  esse 
there  is  no  note.^^ 

§  1186.  Partnership  and  individual  liability.  A  complaint 
would  seem  to  be  bad  which  shows  a  partnership  note  as  a  cause 
of  action  against  an  individual.  If  there  was  no  real  firm,  it 
should  have  been  alleged  that  the  note  was  signed  by  A.  B.,  in 
the  name  of  A.  B.  &  Co.  The  words  "  &  Co."  indicate  a  firm. 
The  defendant  may  have  been  a  member  of  that  firm,  and  yet 
never  have  made  the  note,  nor  have  had  any  such  knowledge 
of  its  existence.  It  may  have  been  the  objection  is  not  strictly 
for  defect  of  parties,  but  that  the  complaint  does  not,  on  its 
face,  show  an  individual  liability  on  the  part  of  "  A.  B."^^^ 

226  5  Bast,  123;  12  Johns.  142;  Powers  v.  Lynch,  3  Mass.  77;  Mc- 
Olintick  V.  Cammins,  3  McLean,  158;  Dundas  v.  Bowler,  id.  397. 

226  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane,  1  Gall.  371;  and  see  Wayne  Oo.  Sav. 
Bank  V.  Low,  81  N.  Y.  566;  37  Am.  Rep.  533;  Staples  v.  Nott,  128 
N.  Y.  403;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  480. 

227  Hubbard  v.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Abb.  Pr.  275, 
228Wayman  v.  Torreyson,  4  Nev.  124.     The  bona  Me  holder  of  a 

note,  when  the  payee's  name  is  left  blank,  must  make  himself  a 
party  to  such  note  by  actually  writing  his  name  in  the  blank  left 
for  that  purpose  before  a  recovery  can  be  had  on  8uch  Instrument. 
Thompson  v.  Rathbnn,  18  Ore?.  202. 

229  Price  V.  McClave,  6  Duer.  544:  affirming  S.  C,  5  id.  670.  In 
an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  executed  in  the  firm  name  by  one 

84 
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I  1187.  Alleig^tion  of  plalntiif's  title.  In  an  all^tioiL  on  a 
note  payable  to  a  third  person,  the  right  of  pUdntiS  should  be 
alleged.^^  And  if  the  answer  does  not  deny  the  allegation,  de- 
fendant can  not  prove  that  payee  had  no  capacity  to  transfer.''^ 
Thns,  in  an  action  against  one  A.  B.,  as  the  maker,  and  others 
as  indorsers  of  a  promissory  note,  the  complaint  set  forth  a 
copy  of  the  note  signed  A.  B.  &  Co.,  upon  which  it  allied  the 
defendants  were  indebted,  etc.  The  word  "  signed  "  was  pre- 
fixed to  the  name  of  the  makers,  and  the  word  '*  indorsed  "  was 
prefixed  to  the  name  of  the  indorsers  in  the  copy;  but  there 
was  no  other  allegation  that  the  defendants  made  or  indorsed 
the  note,  except  that  it  was  alleged  that  the  note  was  "  written," 
and  that  it  was  passed  to  the  plaintiff;  it  was  held  on  demurrer, 
that  the  making  and  indorsement  should  be  deemed  sufficiently 
alleged.^"*  An  allegation  that  a  corporation  indorsed  and 
transferred  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  the  note  sued  on, 
sufficiently  implies  that  the  transfer  was  made  pursuant  to  a 
resolution  of  the  board  of  directors,  if  such  resolution  is  neces- 
sary. So  an  allegation  that  after  the  transfer  the  company 
became  insolvent  and  was  dissolved,  is  an  indirect  statement 
that  it  was  solvent  when  the  transfer  was  made.^**  Yet  all 
necessary  allegations  should  be  directly  made. 

S  1188.  By  the  treasurer  of  an  unincorporated  oompanj,  on  a 
note  payable  to  the  former  treasurer. 

Form  No.  321. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  Mountain  View  Homestead  Association  is  aa  as- 
sociation consisting  of   persons,  in  the  city  of 

,  in  this  state. 

of  the  partners)  an  allegation  that  the  defendants  (naming  them), 
partners  doing  business  under  the  firm  name,  by  one  of  the  partners 
named,  made  and  executed  the  note,  sufficiently  implied  authority 
from,  the  other  members  of  the  firm  to  malte  the  note^  and  such 
authority  to  all  is  admitted  by  the  default  of  the  defendants. 
Redem^er  v.  Henley,  107  Oal.  175. 

230  Montague  v.   Relneger,   11  Iowa,  503;  Bennett  ▼.  OTowdl,  7 
Minn.  385. 

231  Robbins  v.  HichardBon,  2  Bosw.  248. 

232  Phelps  V.  Ferguson,  9  Abb.  Pr.  206;  T.ee  v.  Alnslie,  4  Id.  468; 
Bank  of  Geneva  v.  Gnlick,  8  How.  Pr.  51. 

238  Nelson  v.  Eaton,  15  How.  Pr.  305;  Taylor  v.  CorMen^  S  id. 
385;  bnt  see  Montague  v.  King,  37  Bliss.  441. 
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I 
I  ^^ 

II.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was 
treasurer  thereof. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18.  .,.the 

defendant  made  his  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  [copy  of  note],  and  thereupon  delivered  the  same  to  said 
A.  B.,  as  the  treasurer  of  the  association,  who  was  duly  author- 
ized to  receive  it  on  their  behalf. 

IV>  That  said  note  was  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  that  it  is  the  property  of  the  members  thereof,  and 
owned  by  them  in  common. 

V.  That  this  plaintiff  is  now  the  treasurer  of  said  association, 
and,  as  such,  is  the  lawful  holder  of  said  note  on  and  for  their 
behalf. 

VI.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]^** 

I  1180.  On  a  note  payable  on  a  contingency. 

Farm  No.  322. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  promissory  note,  in  writing,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy: 

$300.  Shasta,  January  1,  1869. 

For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  to  A.  B.,  one  year  after 
date,  three  hundred  dollars,  in  case  the  proceeds  of  the  news- 
paper route  I  have  this  day  bought  of  him  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  one  thousand  dollars.  C.  D. 

II.  That  the  proceeds  of  said  newspaper  route  did,  before  the 
rxT)iration  of  said  year,  exceed  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

TTI.  That  no  part  of  the  said  note  has  beon  paid. 

[Demand  of  Jfdgment.] 

f  1100.  Condition  precedent.  Where  a  note  was  made  pay- 
nhle  on  the  contingency  of  the  confirmation  of  a  grant  of  land, 
the  confirmation  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  payment  of 
the  note.^^    Where  the  complaint  on  a  promissory  note  shows 

234  Homestead  assoclationi?,  under  the  statutes  of  California,  are 
Incorporated  pursuant  to  tho  statute.  Hence  the  above  form  Is  not 
strictly  applicable  in  this  state. 

235  Sanders  v.  Whitesldes,  10  Gal.  88. 
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that>  by  agreement  of  the  parties^  it£  payment  wa£  made  con- 
ditional upon  the  payment^  by  the  payee^  of  a  certain  debt  of 
the  payor^  such  payment  is  a  condition  precedent  to  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  on  the  note^  and  must  be  averred  in  the  com- 
plaint to  have  been  made.^^ 

§  1191.  On  note  payable  in  chattels. 

Farm  No.  323. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18,.,  at 

,  the  defendant,  for  value  received  [or,  where  the 

consideration  is  expressed  in  the  note,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion therein  expressed],  made  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  his 
promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

For  value  received,  thirty  days  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay 
A.  B.  five  hundred  dollars,  in  clothing,  at  the  usual  market 
rates;  the  same  to  be  delivered  within  two  days  after  the  same 
is  selected  or  demanded  by  the  said  A.  B.;  and  on  default 
thereof,  I  agree  to  pay  the  said  amount  in  money. 

January  1,  1869.  C.  D. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  thereafter  demanded  of  defendant  the 
said  clothing,  but  defendant  refused  to  deliver  it,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  him  [or  that  the  plaintiff  thereafter  performed  all 
the  conditions  of  the  same  on  his  part]. 

III.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1192.  Consideration.  Consideration  in  such  complaints  may 
be  specially  set  out.^^  and  if  so  stated,  must  be  proved  as  laid.*"* 
It  must  be  averred,  when  the  instrument  itself  does  not  import 
a  consideration.^®  In  case  the  consideration  be  subject  to 
transfer  on  demand  of  payment,  the  plaintiff  must  allege  a 
transfer  or  tender  of  transfer.^*^ 

S  1193.  Demand.  The  demand  should  be  made  at  the  placo 
of  business  of  the  maker  of  the  note,  when  the  note  is  payable* 
in  chattels.^^     But  if  the  day  of  delivery  of  chattels  be  defined 

23«  Holers  v.  Cody,  8  Cal.  .^24. 

287  Ward  V.  Sackrider.  3  CaJ.  263. 

238  Jerome  v.  Whitney.  7  Johns.  321. 

289  Rpear  v.  Powninjar,  34  Barb.  .'>22. 

240  Consldemnt  t.  Brisibane,  14  How.  Pr.  487. 

341  Vance  v.  Bloomer,  20  Wend.  196;  Rice  v.  Ghurcbill,  2  Den.  14S. 
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in  the  note,  as  '*  on  or  before^'  a  day  named,  no  demand  ia 
necessary,  unless  tlie  holder  exercises  an  election  as  to  choice 
of  goods.^^  Where  the  payee  of  a  note  of  forty  dollars,  payable 
on  demand,  in  "  hemlock  bark,  at  the  going  price,"  in  the 
summer  of  1863,  requested  the  maker  to  have  the  bark  peeled 
in  the  course  of  the  sunmier  (the  peeling  season),  and  delivered 
the  next  winter,  which  the  maker  agreed  to  do,  but  the  bark 
was  not  delivered:  it  was  held  that  the  demand  was  appropriate 
to  the  note,  and  that  on  defendant's  failure  to  furnish  the 
bark,  the  payee  could  recover  on  the  money  counts.^^ 

§  IIM.  Effect  of  indorsement.  The  indorser  of  such  a  note 
has  no  right  to  insist  on  a  previous  demand  on  the  maker,  but 
is  immediately  liable  thereon.*** 

ft  1195.  Katurity.  It  seems  such  notes  are  generally  due  on 
demand,  and  a  special  demand  is  necessary.^** 

ft  1196.  Keaeure  of  damagpes.  Upon  such  notes,  the  measure 
of  damages  is  the  sum  of  money  named.^** 

§  1197.  Nonpayment.  The  allegation  of  nonpayment  of  the 
money  is  alone  suflScient.^'' 

242John80fi  V.  Seymour,  19  Ind.  24. 

.  W3  Reed  V.  Stnrtevant,  40  Vt.  521.  A  complaint  set  forth  certain 
Instrumenta  in  the  form  of  promissory  notes  which  stated  that  they 
were  given  for  certain  property,  title  to  which  was  to  remain  in  the 
vendor  untU  all  the  notes  were  paid,  and  that  payment  was  de- 
manded and  refused  when  they  became  due  and  an  ^assignment 
thereof  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held  on  demuiTer,  that  as  then* 
was  no  stipulation  in  these  instruments  for  the  performance  of 
any  act  by  either  party  upon  which  liability  to  pay  them  was  de- 
pendent, an  allegation  of  performance  was  not  necessary,  and  that 
the  complaint  stated  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
Beaudriaa  v.  Walck,  45  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  7;  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  716. 

244  Seymour  v.  Van  Slyck.  8  Wend.  403;  affirmed,  sub  nom.  Stone 
V.  Seymour,  15  id.  19. 

245  r>obdell  V.  Hopkins,  5  Oow.  516;  but  see  Bams  v.  Graham,  4  id. 
4r»2:  15  Am.  Dec.  394. 

24«Pinney  v.  Gleason,  5  Wend.  393;  21  Am.  Dec.  223;  Rockwell  v. 
Rockwell.  4  Hill.  164;  and  see  Gilbert  v.  Danforth,  6  N.  Y.  (2  Seld.> 
585. 

247  Rockwell  V.  Rockwell,  4  Hill,  164. 
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I  1198.  On  guaranties  —  against  maker  and  goarantor  of  a 
promissory  note. 

Form  No.  324. 

[TITLE.] 

The  plaintiff  complaiiiB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..^  at 

y  the  defendant  A.  B.^  and  C.  D.  as  hia  security, 

by  their  promissory  note  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one 
E.  P., dollars  [ days  after  datej. 

U.  That  the  said  E.  F.  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

same  was  presented  [or  state  facts  excusing  presentment]  to 
the  said  A.  B.  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid. 

rV.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  said  C.  D. 

V.  That  the  defendants  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  ainy  part 
thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1109.  Certiilcate  of  deposit.  Where  the  indorsee,  on  pay- 
ment to  him  of  the  amount,  guarantees  the  genuineness  of  the 
signature,  which  is  afterwards  found  to  be  a  forgery,  and  the 
payee  recovers  from  the  makers  the  amount  of  certificate  and 
costs,  the  maker  may  recover  from  the  indorsee  and  guarantor 
the  costs  of  the  former  action.**® 

I  1800.  Demand  and  notice.  Where  it  is  agreed  **  that  if  the 
holder  should  not  be  able  to  collect  the  note  from  the  maker 
by  due  course  of  law,  then  the  guarantor  would  be  responsible 
without  requiring  notice,**  it  is  a  waiver  of  demand  on  the 
maker.**®  A  note  indorsed,  "I  guarantee  the  collection  of 
the  within  note  when  due/'  contemporaneous  with  the  signinir 
of  the  note,  constitutes  a  guaranty,  and  the  party  is  entitled 
to  the  legal  notice  of  nonpajrment  before  he  can  be  charged  on 
his  contract.^^  A  complaint  is  sufficient  which  treats  the 
maker  and  guarantor  of  a  note  as  joint  makers,  and  contains 
no  allegation  of  demand  and  notice.*^  "  T  assign  the  within 
to  K.,  for  value  received,  and  bind  myself  to  pay  it  promptly 
after  maturity,'*  indorped  upon  a  note,  is  a  guaranty,  and  de- 
mand and  notice  are  not  necefwary  to  fix  the  guaarantor*s  lia- 

M«  Mills  V.  Barney.  22  Cal.  240. 
2«9Barkn8  v.  Shipherd.  11  Wend.  629. 
«o  Reeves  V.  Howe,  16  Cftl.  152. 
»i  Ughtstone  v.  Laurencel,  4  Cal.  277. 
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bility  on  failure  of  the  makers  to  pay  at  maturity.**    So  in 
case  of  a  lease.^^ 

I  1201.  ]>i8cliarge  of  surety.  Mere  extension  of  time  to  the 
maker  is  not  sutficient  to  discharge  a  surety  or  indoraer,  unless 
it  will  be  such  as  will  suspend  the  right  of  action  against  the 
maker.*^®*  The  failure  of  a  holder  of  a  note  to  sue,  when  re- 
quested by  the  surety,  does  not  in  general  operate  to  discharge 
the  liability  of  the  latter.^^^  If  the  surety  desires  to  protect 
himself,  he  must  pay  the  note,  and  proceed  against  the  prin- 
cipal.** 

ft  1202.  Grantor,  who  is.  One  who  puts  his  name  upon  a 
promissory  note,  out  of  the  usual  course  of  regular  negotiability^ 
is  a  guarantor,  whether  inscription  is  in  blank  or  accompanied 
by  the  words,  "I  guarantee,"  etc.*^  Or  if  the  indorser  ac- 
companies his  signature  with  the  words,  **I  hereby  waive  de- 
mand^ notice  of  nonpayment,  and  protest,"  he  is  a  guarantor.** 
Where  the  holder  of  a  note,  after  its  maturity,  obtained  from  a 
stranger  a  guaranty  of  its  payment  within  sixty  days  from  date 
of  guaranty,  there  is  no  presumption  of  kw  that  the  guaranty 
was  taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  maker,  or  that  it  extended  to 
him  the  time  of  payment.*® 

I  1208.  Joint  liability.  Each  one  who  writes  his  name  upon 
a  promissory  note  is  a  party  to  it,  and  each  party  an  original 
undertaker,*®  as  the  note  itself  imports  consideration.  Where 
a  party  signs  a  joint  and  several  note,  he  is  not  entitled  to  notice 

»a  Baker  v.  Kelly,  41  Miss.  QdQ;  98  Am.  Dec.  274. 

aw  VoltsB  V.  Harri»,  40  111.  155. 

3M  WUliams  V.  Oovillaud,  10  Oal.  419;  Draper  v.  Bomeyn,  18  Barb. 

lee. 

auHartman  v.  Burlingame,  9  C&l.  557. 

»TRjgg8  V.  Waldo,  2  Oal.  485;  56  Am.  Dec.  356;  Ohlt  on  Qont. 
397;  S  Kent's  Oom.  121;  see  FuUerton  v.  Hill,  48  Kan.  558;  TaUey  t. 
Burtis,  45  Kan.  151. 

avspord  v.  Hendricks.  34  Oal.  673;  see,  also^  Brady  v.  Reynolds, 
13  id.  31;  Story  an  Prom.  Notea  I  434;  Fell's  I^aw  of  Guar.  &  *ir. 
1;  Hall  V.  Farmer.  5  Den.  484;  sillier  v.  Gaston.  2  HIU,  191;  Meeoh 
V.  OhnrchlU,  2  Wend.  aW:  Buck  v.  Davenport,  etc.,  Sav.  Bank,  29 
Neb.  407;  20  Am.  St  Rep.  392;  Heard  v.  DuWaqne,  etc..  Bank,  8 
Neb.  10;  30  Am.  Rep.  811. 

2»  Williams  V.  Covlllaud,  10  Oal.  419. 

260  Rlggs  V.  Waldo,  2  Oal.  485;  56  Am.  Dec.  356. 
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of  nonpayment,  though  in  fact  he  signed  as  surety.*^^  When 
a  promissory  note  is  signed  by  two  persons  in  the  same  manner, 
with  nothing  to  show  that  one  was  surety,  one  of  such  signers 
can  not  set  up  that  he  was  a  surety  only.^^  Where,  in  the 
body  of  the  note,  one  party  signs  as  principal,  and  one  as  surety, 
both  are  liable.^^ 

S  1204.  Liability  of  gruarantor.  The  liability  of  an  indoiser 
is  a  guaranty  that  he  will  pay,  if  the  maker  does  not,  upon  pre- 
sentment, if  he  receives  notice.  And  the  liability  of  a  guaran- 
tor is  the  same  and  he  is  entitled  to  all  his  rights  stricti  juris?^ 
Where  the  defendant  signed  a  negotiable  note,  as  surety,  and 
delivered  it  to  his  principal,  on  the  condition  •  that  it  should 
not  be  delivered  to  the  payee,  or  negotiated,  until  another  party 
should  have  signed  the  same  as  co-surety,  and  it  was  delivered 
without  such  other  signature,  but  the  payee  did  not  know  of 
such  condition,  and  there  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  note  to 
put  him  on  inquiry,  it  was  held  that  defendant  was  liable.*" 

§  1205.  Nature  of  contract.  A  guaranty  is  an  independent 
contract,  which  does  not  suspend  any  right  of  action  of  the 
holder  of  the  note  against  its  maker.^^  An  indorsement  or 
a  guaranty  of  a  note  is  an  agreement  of  itself,  a  new  contract 
undertaken  for  another.^*^  The  contract  of  indorsement  is 
primarily  that  of  transfer;  the  contract  of  guaranty  is  that  of 
tr(  curity.^^ 

§  1206.  Notice  of  protest.  In  California,  prior  to  the  adop- 
t«on  of  a  Civil  Code,  a  notice  of  protest  was  as  essential  to 
charge  a  guarantor  as  an  indorser,^®  as  the  liability  of  a  guaran- 
tor was  the  same  as  that  of  the  indorser,  and  he  was  entitled  to 
all  his  rights  stricti  jiiris.^^     Subsequent  to  the  adoption  of 

2G1  Hartman  v.  Burllnpamo,  9  Cal.  Twol;  Dane  v.  Cordraan.  24  Id. 
ir»7;  8.^»  Am.  Deo.  TkS. 

282Krltzer  v.  MiUs.  9  OaJ.  21. 

263  Huniphr^s  v.  Crane,  .5  Cal.  173. 

2W  Rijrjrs  v.  Waldo,  2  Oftl.  4a');  m  Am.  Deo.  .^.56;  Ford  v.  Hoadricks, 
34  Oal.  r»73:  Pierce  v.  Kennedy.  5  Id.  148. 

2<»Merriam  v.  Rook  wood,  47  N.  H.  81:  see  Hoboken  Oltj  Bank 
T^  Phelps.  .^4  Ox)nn.  92. 

2<^c  Williams  v.  Covlllnud,  10  Cal.  419.     ' 

267  And  V.  Maunder,  10  Cal.  282. 

26fi  Brady  t.  Reynolds,  l**^  Cal.  31. 

2flP  Riffpjs  V.  Waldo,  2  Cal.  48.':  r^(^  Am.  Deo.  356. 

270Geiffer  v.  Clark.  13  Cal.  580:  Crooks  v.  Tiilly,  50  id.  254. 
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the  Civil  Code,  a  guarantor  is  not  entitled  to  demand  or  notice.^^ 
**  1  hereby  waive  demand,  notice  of  nonpayment  and  protest, 
Q.  R.,"  indorsed  on  the  note  of  a  third  party  before  it  is  de- 
livered by  the  maker,  is  a  guaranty,  and  not  within  the  Statute 
of  Prauds.272 

S  1207.  Priznary  liability.  One  who  signs  a  note  to  pay  ab- 
solutely at  a  certain  time  is  making  his  own  contract,  although 
he  puts  "  surety  "  with  his  name.^^  When  in  consideration  of  a 
conveyance,  a  party  agrees  to  pay  an  outstanding  note  of  his 
vendor,  and  writes  his  name  on  the  back  of  the  note  as  a  mem- 
orandum of  said  agreement,  he  is  primarily  liable  for  the  note.*'* 

i  1208.  Surety  —  security.  The  word  "  surety  *'  does  not  in 
any  way  control  the  words  of  the  note,  as  between  the  payor  and 
payee.^^  Where  three  parties  purchased  property  together,  one 
taking  an  undivided  half,  and  each  of  the  others  taking  an 
undivided  fourth,  and  for  the  purchase  money  executed  their 
joint  note,  the  purchaser  of  the  half  interest  was  a  principal 
and  cosurety  with  the  others  for  their  interests.^^  Where  a 
promissory  note  was  made  jointly  by  A.  and  B.  and  delivered 
to  C,  the  consideration  being  delivered  to  A.  alone,  and  as  be- 
tween A.  and  B.,  the  latter  signed  as  surety  for  A.,  who  had  de- 
posited collateral  security  with  C,  of  which  transaction  as  a 
whole  C.  had  notice  when  the  note  was  executed,  as  between 
the  makers  and  the  payee,  A.  and  B.  were  principals,  and  liable 
as  such  to  C}^ 

S  1209.  Truatee.  Where  a  party  signs  a  promissory  note,  with 
the  addition  to  his  name  of  the  word  'trustee,"  he  is  per- 
sonally liable.^^      A  note  stating  that  "we  the  undersigned, 

2W  oivll  Code,  §  2807.     Under  the  Oode,  the  general  rule  is  that 
jTuarantors  are  liable  immediately  upon  default  of  the  principal, 
without  demand  or  notice,  unless  they  are  in  effect  indorsera. 
Chafoin  v.  Rich,  77  Cal.  476. 

272  Pord  V.  Hendricks,  34  Cal.  673. 

278  And  V.  Magruder,  10  Cal.  282. 

374  Palmer  v.  Tripp's  Adm'r,  8  Cal.  95. 

2TO  And  V.  Magruder,  10  Gal.  282. 

27«Chipman  v.  Morrill,  20  Gal.  130. 

377  Damon  v.  Pardow,  34  Cal.  278. 

378  Conner  v.  Clark,  12  Gal.  168;  73  Am.  Dec.  529.  A  note  payable 
to  the  order  of  a  person  as  "  trustee."  Js  held  to  l>e  nonnegotlable. 
Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lange,  51  Md.  138;  34  Am.  Hep.  304. 
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tmstees  of^  etc.^  on  behalf  of  the  whole  board  of  truatees  of  said 
association^  promise  to  pay/'  etc.^  and  signed  without  qualifica- 
tion by  two  persons  having  authority^  is  a  note  of  the  aasocia- 
tion.^» 

I  1210.  What  contract  imports.  The  difference  between  a 
maker  and  indorser  or  guarantor  is  that  the  contract  of  the  first 
imports  an  unconditional  obligation^  that  of  the  last  a  con- 
ditional obligation.*^ 

S  1211.  When  action  lies.  Where  a  guaranty  is  given  in  con- 
sideration of  an  extension  of  time  to  the  maker,  the  holder  of 
the  note  must  exhaust  his  remedy  on  the  original  demand,  and 
can  then  compel  the  guarantor  to  make  good  the  deficiency.*^* 
A  creditor  having  legally  fixed  the  liability  of  the  guarantor  is 
not  bound  to  sue  the  debtor  in  order  to  hold  the  guarantor. 
The  guarantor  should  pay  the  debt,  and  then  sue  the  principal, 
or  file  a  bill  to  compel  the  creditor  to  sue.** 

• 

I  1211a.  Action  on  note — variance.  In  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  in  which  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  loaned  the  defendant  the  money,  there  is  no  variance, 
when  the  evidence  shows  that  the  money  had  been  loaned  to 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff's  wife,  but  was  in  fact  the  plain- 
f  tiff's  money.*®  A  promissory  note  is  not  itself  the  payment  of 
^  a  debt,  but  is  the  written  evidence  of  the  debt,  and,  theref ore,  in 
an  action  to  recover  money  due  on  a  nonnegotiable  instrument, 
where  the  answer  averred  facts  showing  an  indebtedness  from 
the  plaintiff's  assignor  to  the  defendant  for  money  loaned,  the 
fact  that  such  indebtedness  was  proved  to  be  evidenced  by  a 
note  does  not  create  a  variance  between  the  pleadings  and 
proof.**  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  made, 
executed  and  delivered  his  promissory  note  to  the  Portland 
Ravintrs  Bank,  a  note  T>avaWe  to can  not  be  re- 
ceived in  evidence  under  such  allegation.** 

379  Haskell  v.  Oomfsh.  13  Cal.  45. 

«o>nd  V.  Maimidpr,  10  Cal.  282. 

381  Donahue  ▼.  Gift.  7  Cal.  242;  but  see,  *alaov  Qnm  T.  nitett 
16  \i\.  143. 

awwhitlnj?  V.  Clark.  17  Oal.  407. 

2ra  TMUinjr  v.  MorBe,  5  Wash.  »t.  797. 

2M  KlelnscbTTildt  v.  Kl<»JnRchmldt,  13  Mont.  ©4. 

2WThomrw>n  v.  Kathhnn.  18  Ovpp:  2rv2.  Tt  Is  not  a  variaaee  t» 
offer  In  eridence  a  note  sued  on,  althoui^h,  besides  beinff 
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i  1211b.  Demand  note  —  stipulation  for  attorneys'  fees.  The 
maker  of  a  demand  note^  which  contains  a  stipulation  for  pay- 
ment of  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  and  all  legal  expenses  in  case 
the  note  is  collected  by  suit^  is  not  in  default^  as  respects  the 
liability  for  such  special  damage,  until  there  has  been  a  breach 
of  the  contract  according  to  its  terms,  by  failure  to  pay  upoa 
demand;  and  a  denial  that  payment  of  the  note  was  ever  de* 
manded  raises  a  material  issue  as  to  such  liability,  which  will 
preclude  a  judgment  upon  the  pleadings  for  an  attome/s  f ee.^^ 
The  attorney's  fees  being  in  the  nature  of  special  damage  au- 
thorized by  the  contract  to  be  recovered  in  addition  to  general 
damages,  must  be  specially  averred.^'' 

by  the  defendant  as  maker,  it  contains  an  indorsement  oyer  the 
signatures  of  others  as  comakers.     Hinchman  y.  Railway  Ck>.,  14 
Wash.  St  349. 
2MPr86cott  y.  Grady,  91  Oal.  518. 
Id. 
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CHAPTEE  I. 
builders'  contbacts. 

I  1212.  By  contractor,  on  special  contract,  modified,  with  a 
claim  for  extra  work. 

Form  No.  325, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
First. —  For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  13..,  at 

,  the  defendant  under  his  hand  and  seal  made 

a  contract  in  writing  with  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  [copy  contract], 

II.  That  he  haa  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  thereof 
on  hifi  part,  except  that,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  he 
finished  the  building  with  hard  finish  instead  of  cloth  and 
paper,  for  which  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  a  reasonable 
sum  in  addition  to  the  price  named  in  the  contract.  That  by 
the  consent  of  the  defendant  the  time  for  completing  said 
work  was  extended  for  one  month  beyond  the  time  fixed  for 
the  contract,  to-wit,  to  the day  of ,  18. . 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  on  his  part  duly  performed  all  the 
conditions  of  said  contract  as  modified. 

IV.  That  the  sum  of dollars  is  a  reasonable 

payment  \jo  be  made  in  addition  to  the  price  named  in  said 
contract  for  finishing  the  building  with  hard  finish  instead  of 
cloth  and  paper. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18,.,  at 

the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  payment 

of  the  sum  of dollars,  the  amount  due  on  said 

contract  av<»  modified. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 
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Second, —  ¥oy  a  second  caiifie  of  action: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  plaintiff  I'endered  furthec  seryices  ami  furnished  materials 
to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in  [here  state  work  and  mate- 
rial], for  which  the  defendant  promised  to  pay. 

II.  That  the  same  are  reasonably  worth dollars. 

III.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1218.  Essential  averments.  Under  the  rules  of  pleading 
established  by  the  Code,  the  party  to  a  written  contract  for 
the  erection  of  the  building,  who  has  performed  his  part  of  it 
by  the  erection  of  the  same,  can  not  bring  an  action  against  the 
other  party  who  failed  to  fulfill,  for  work  and  labor  done 
and  performed;  but  the  complaint  must  aver  the  execution  of 
the  contract,  its  terms,  the  performance  of  the  same  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  nonperformance  by  the  other  party, 
and  the  damages  thereby  sustained.*  The  contract  should  bo 
set  forth  in  the  complaint,  together  with  the  necessary  allega- 
tions of  deviations^  performance,  etc.,  which  the  plaintiflf  must 
prove,  instead  of  the  general  allegation  that  the  defendant  is 
indebted  for  work  and  labor,  etc.^  The  plaintiflf  may  plead  as 
follows:  1.  He  may  set  forth  the  contract  according  to  its  legal 
effect,  as  modified,  and  then  allege  that  he  has  duly  '*  performed 
all  the  considerations  thereof  on  his  part; "  or,  2.  He  may  set 
forth  the  contract  in  haec  verba,  and  then  state  that  he  has  duly 
performed,  etc.,  all  the  conditions  thereof  on  his  part,  except 
that  in  certain  points  it  was  subsequently  modified,  and  that  in 
those  points  he  fulfilled  it  according  to  the  modifications.* 

I  1214.  Abandonment  of  contract.  If  the  contract  for  the 
erection  and  completion  of  a  building  is  entire,  and  the  con- 

1  O'Connor  v.  Dingley.  29  Oal.  tl. 

«IcI. 

»  Smith  V.  Brown,  17  Barb.  451;  see.  aiso.  Hatch  v.  Peet,  2Si  let. 
575:  Weeks  v.  O'Brien,  141  N.  Y.  199i  Lojran  v.  Berkshire  Apartment 
Assoc.,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  164.  A  contractor  Is  not  bound,  as  a  matter 
of  pleading?,  to  declare  upon  the  contract,  but  may  declare  gener- 
ally for  the  materials  furnished  and  work  performed,  and  on  tlio 
trial  the  contract  may  be  nsed  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
Hogan  y.  Lalmbeer,  66  N.  Y.  604;  Hartley  y.  Murtha,  39  N.  Y.  Snpp. 
212. 
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tractor  abaadoD£  the  work  before  it  is  completed,  he  loMB  the 
right  which  he  would  have  had  to  the  full  compenflatioa 
agreed  on.^ 

I  1215.  Acceptance  by  architect.  Where  a  contract  for  al- 
terations  and  repairs  to  a  building  was  to  be  performed  in  a 
certain  manner,  particularly  specified,  '^  subject  to  acceptance 
or  rejection  by  E.  W.,  architect,"  and  payment  only  to  be  made 
when  the  work  was  completely  done  and  accepted,  it  was  held 
that  the  provision  for  acceptance  was  only  an  additional  safe- 
guard against  defects  not  discernible  by  an  unskilled  person, 
and  the  architect  could  not,  by  accepting  a  different  class  of 
work  from  that  provided  for,  or  inferior  materials,  bind  the 
ownef  of  the  building  to  pay  for  them.*  The  architect's  ap- 
proval or  disapproval  must  be  based  upon  the  requirements  of 
the  contract.® 

I  1216.  Acceptance  of  work.  Where  the  work  has  been  ac- 
cepted and  approved  by  the  superintendent,  under  a  contract 
for  repairs  of  streets,  it  is  a  full  performance  of  the  contract; 
and  if  the  parties  are  dissatisfied  they  should  have  appealed  to 
the  board  of  supervisors.  This  was  their  only  remedy.''  That 
the  defendants  demanded  possession,  which  the  plaintiff  deliv- 
ered up  to  them,  is  not  a  sufficient  averment  of  acceptance 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.®  Where  the  work  was  to  be  done 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendant,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
that  it  was  done  to  his  satisfaction,  if  it  is  shown  to  be  accord- 
ing to  the  contract;  but  if  the  contract  requires  it  to  be  done 
to  the  satisfaction  of  third  persons,  the  plaintiff  must  aver  that 
it  was  done  to  their  satisfaction.® 

1 1217.  Payment  —  terma  of.  When,  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, payment  was  to  be  made  upon  a  certificate  of  the  archi- 

4  Blythe  V.  Poultney,  31  Oal.  233. 

»  GlaciuB  V.  Black.  fiO  N.  Y.  145:  10  Am.  Rep.  449. 

« Doyle  V.  Halpln,  33  N.  Y.  Siir.  (1  ,T.  &  Sp.)  352.  For  cases 
dependlnfT  on  B\yec\B\  facts,  see  Kllllp  v.  Metzen,  50  X.  Y.  658;  Shuts 
v.  Hamilton.  3  Daly,  4(52;  see,  also.  Blethen  v.  Blake.  44  Cal.  117: 
Ray  V.  Boteler.  40  Mo.  App.  213;  Schencke  v.  Rowell.  3  Abb.  N.  0. 
42:  Wilcox  T.  Stephenson.  30  Fla.  377. 

7  Emery  v.  Bradfonl.  2ft  Oal.  75:  Taylor  v.  Palmer.  31  Cal.  248: 
Beandry  v.  Valdez.  32  Cal.  278. 

»  Smith  V.  Brown.  17  Barb.  431. 

«  Butler  y.  Tucker.  24  Wend.  447. 
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tect,  "  that  the  work  was  fully  and  completely  finished  according 
to  the  specification/'  the  giving  of  a  certificate  to  that  effect 
must  be  averred  and  proved.  ^^  But  where  payment  was  to  be 
made  upon  a  certificate  of  an  officer,  the  complaint  should 
allege  that  he  had  made  such  certificate.  It  need  not  be  averred 
also  that  the  work  had  been  performed.^^  And  on  a  written 
contract  to  build  certain  bridges  for  a  railroad  company,  to  be 
paid  for,  one-fourth  in  cash,  and  the  rest  in  stock,  no  time  and 
place  of  payment  stated,  the  payment  could  not  be  required 
until  the  terms  of  the  contract  were  complied  with,  or  at  least 
that  payment  on  any  bridge  was  not  due  until  such  bridge  was 
completed.  And  where  no  time  or  place  is  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment^ express  or  implied,  a  demand  is  essential  to  base  an 
action  upon.*^  But  after  performance  in  such  a  contract,  an 
action  will  lie  without  proof  of  the  demand  of  the  stock.** 

S  1818.  Enlargement  of  time.  The  time  of  performing  a 
simple  written  contract  may  be  enlarged  by  parol.**  But  not 
nnless  the  parol  contract  be  upon  sufficient  consideration.**  And 
the  extension  is  not  an  alteration  necessarily  material  to  the 
cause  of  action.*®  But  after  a  contract  is  modified,Hhe  declara- 
tion must  not  be  upon  the  original  contract  alone.*^ 

S  1210.  Performance  —  averment  of.  Building  contracts  need 
not  be  literally  complied  with  in  every  punctilio,  as  a  condition 
to  recovery.^®  Thus  where  there  was  a  special  contract  to  build 
a  house  by  a  certain  day,  which  was  not  fulfilled,  owing  to 
various  circumstances,  and  the  contractor  brought  a  suit  setting 
forth  the  special  contract  and  averring  performance,  it  was 
erroneous  in  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff, as  the  work  was  not  finished  by  the  appointed  day,  though 
it  was  completed  after  the  appointed  time  with  the  knowledge 
and  approbation  of  the  defendant.*®    But  in  a  contract  for 

10  Smith  V.  Brigga,  3  Den.  73;  Wyckoff  v.  Meyers.  44  N.  Y.  143. 

"  Towsley  v.  Olds,  6  Clark  riowa),  526. 

i2Boody  V.  Rutland  &  Burlington  R  B.  Oo.,  3  Blatchf.  26. 

18  Halllhan  v.  Corporation  of  Washlnjrton,  4  Cranch  C.  O.  804. 

14 12  Barb.  36«;  Meehan  v.  WlUiams.  36  How.  Pr.  78. 

15  Tinker  t.  Oerajrhty,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  687. 

i«  Crane  v.  Maynard,  12  Wend.  408. 

17  Preenian  v.  Adams,  9  Johns.  115. 

18  Smit)i  V.  Oujrerty,  4  Barb.  614.    Sufficient  averment  of  perfornH 
ance.    Rre  Davis  v.  Badders.  95  Ala.  348. 

i»  Dermott  v.  Jones,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  220. 
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the  erection  of  a  building  upon  the  land  of  another^  if  per- 
formance is  to  precede  payment,  and  is  the  condition  thereof, 
the  builder,  having  substantially  failed  to  perform  according  to 
the  specification  of  the  contract  on  his  part,  can  recover  nothing 
for  his  labor  and  materials,  notwithstanding  the  owner  has 
chosen  to  occupy  and  enjoy  the  erection.^  The  pleader  may 
aver  performance  which  he  wishes  to  aver,  and  state  excuses 
and  causes  for  nonperformance  of  other  conditions.^  If  there 
has  been  any  variation  from  the  terms  of  the  written  contract 
in  the  progress  of  the  work,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  that  fact 
should  also  be  averred,  and  the  performance  of  the  contract  aa 
varied.® 

I  1220.  Extra  work.  It  is  held  that  the  contractor  can  not 
recover  for  extra  work,  merely  upon  the  proof  that  such  work 
was  done  at  defendant's  request,  the  presumption  being  that 
provision  was  made  for  extra  work  under  the  contract.®  The 
employer  is  bound  to  pay  the  contractor  for  extra  work  and 
materials,  in  a  deviation  from  the  contract,  upon  an  oral  order.^ 

I  1221.  Public  works.  Contracts  for  the  construction  of 
public  works  are  not  necessarily  illegal  because  for  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding the  sums  appropriated  by  law.®  So  a  contract  for  the 
performance  of  certain  public  work,  not  authorized  by  law,  pro- 
vided the  legislature  shall  sanction  it,  is  not  void  as  again.st 
public  policy.®  When  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  a 
public  work  is  silent  as  to  time  and  manner  of  measurement,  the 

20  ElllB  V.  Hanlen.  3  Taunt.  52;  Pike  v.  Butler,  4  N.  Y.  SeO;  Smith 
v.  Brady,  17  Id.  173;  72  Am.  Dec.  442;  compare,  to  the  contrary^ 
Hay  ward  v.  Leonard,  7  Pick.  181;  19  Am.  Dec.  268;  Smlt  v.  Con- 
gregational Meeting  House,  8  Pick.  178;  Britton  v.  Turner,  6  N.  H. 
487;  which  were  disapproved  In  the  cases  first  dted. 

21  For  the  rules  on  the  subject  of  averment  of  performance  of 
conditions  precedent,  see  ante,  "  Complaints  In  General;*'  also,  1 
Chit.  PL  283;  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.  576. 

22  O'Connor  v.  Dlngley,  26  Cal.  11. 

23  OoUyer  v.  Collins.  17  Abb.  Pr.  469. 

24  Smith  V.  Cugerty,  4  Barb.  614.  For  a  case  where  the  contract 
provided  for  the  contingency  of  extra  work,  see  Alger  v.  Vander- 
pool,  34  X.  Y.  161;  also,  Gllllson  v.  Wanamaker.  140  Penn.  St.  358. 

2B  Cook  V.  Hamilton  Co.,  6  McLean,  112. 

M  Id.  See,  also,  to  similar  effect,  Colnmbns  R.  It  Co.  r.  Indiansr 
polls  A  Bellefontaine  R.  R.  Co.,  5  McLean,  450. 
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law  impliefi  that  the  work  is  to  be  dune  of  the  ordinary  kind^  and 
the  measurement  made  in  the  ordinary  way. 

i  1228.  Separate  counts.  Where  the  complaint  contained 
three  counts^  the  first  on  a  special  contract  for  the  erection  of  a 
warehouse^  the  second  for  extra  work  on  the  building,  and  the 
third  for  work  and  labor  done^  and  materials  furnished  in  its 
erection^  and  the  answer  denied  the  allegations  of  the  first  two 
counts,  but  failed  to  deny  the  allegations  of  the  third,  it  was 
held,  that  the  third  count  should  be  considered  as  denied.*' 

1 12233.  Performance  by  eubetltute.  Vn  agreement  to -find  work 
and  materials  for  building  a  house  entitles  the  party  to  recover 
upon  the  completion  of  the  work,  although  he  procured  it  to 
be  done  by  other  parties.^  If  a  new  contract  was  substituted, 
the  original  should  not  be  pleaded.^ 

I  1224.  Terms  of  contract.  Upon  a  compliance  on  the  part 
of  a  subcontractor,  laborer,  or  materialman,  with  the  terms  of 
the  statute,  their  right,  which  through  the  original  contractor 
inures  primarily  to  the  benefit  of  such  persons,  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  terms  of  the  original  contract,  and  they  are 
presumed  to  have  notice  of  the  existence  and  terms  of  such  con- 
tract;*® and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentations  by  the 
owner,  this  presumption  is  conclusive  against  them.'*  If,  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  party  who  has  failed  to  fulfill  was 
to  execute  his  note  for  the  money  due,  payable  at  a  future  day,, 
his  failure  to  do  so  should  be  averred,  for  the  ground  of  action 
against  him  is  his  failure  to  execute  the  note.^ 

i  1226.  Against  a  builder,  for  defective  workmanship. 

Form  No.  326. 

[TiTLE.l 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment, of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed  [or  state  the  terms  of 
the  contract! . 

97Ka14cniai)  v.  Baylls.  23  Cal.  806. 

MBlafrpnoy  v.  Evans,  2  Cranoh.  18.%. 

»  Chesbronph  v.  New  York  &  Erie  R.  R.  Oo.,  28  Barb.  j>. 

80  Bhaver  v.  >rnrdoc'k.  .S6  Cal.  293. 

«  Henley  v.  Wadsworth.  38  Cal.  356. 

tt  0'Ck>nnor  v.  Dlngley.  28  Cal.  11. 

8(5 
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il.  That  tlie  plaintiif  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
the  said  agreement  on  his  part. 

111.  That  defendant  built  [the  bridge]  referred  to,  in  a  bad 
and  unworkmanlike  manner  [specifying  wherein  the  work  was 

not  properly  done  J,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1226.  Against  a  builder,  for  not  completing,  with  spedal 
damage  for  loss  of  rent. 

Form  No,  327. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of .,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  entered  into  an 

agreement,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  of  which  a  copy  is 
annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked  '^  Exhibit  A.'' 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  thereof 
on  his  part. 

III.  That  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  performance  of  the 
work  under  said  contract,  but  has  neglected  to  finish  the  said 
contract  [state  what  he  has  neglected],  and  that  although  the 
time  for  the  completion  of  the  said  building  expired  before 
cnmmencement  of  this  action,  he  neglects  and  refuses  to  com- 
plete the  same. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  the day  of , 

18..,  at  ,  made  an  agreement  with  one  A.  B., 

whereby  he  agreed  to  let,  and  said  A.  B.  agreed  to  hire,  the  said 

building  for months,  from  the day  of 

,  18..,  to  the   day  of   , 

18...  at  the  monthly  rent  of dollars,  of  which 

the  defendant  had  notice. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  failure  to  complete  the 
contract  aforesaid  on  his  part,  the  plaintiff  has  been  unable  to 
jrive  said  A.  B.  occupancv  thereof,  and  has  been  thereby  de- 
prived of  the  profits  of  said  lease,  to  his  damage •  • 

dollars,  gold  coin. 

[Demand  of  Judgment."] 

[Annex  asrreement  marlced  "Exhibit  A.**] 

I   1227.    Performance  —  -nlans   nnd    SDeclfications  —  ▼arlatloiL 

The  unqualified  refusal  of  a  contractor  to  perform  a  part  of 
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the  work  on  a  building  in  actual  progress  of  erection^  is  in 
Itself  a  breach  of  the  contract.^  If  a  contract  to  do  work 
provides  that  the  work  shall  be  done  according  to  certain  speci- 
lications,  which,  are  annexed  to  it,  the  specifications  are  a  part 
of  the  contract.^  If  the  contract  is  not  annexed  and  made  part 
of  the  complaint,  the  allegation  should  embody  sufficient  of  the 
plan  and  specifications  to  show,  in  connection  with  tlie  aver- 
ment of  the  breach,  in  what  particular  the  contract  was  broken.* 
An  averment  may  be  made  sufficiently  certain  by  introducing 
and  referring  to  diagrams  showing -form  and  dimensions,  etc.*^ 
Where  the  contract  gives  the  employer  the  right  to  change  the 
form  and  the  material,  the  builder  has  not  the  right  upon  such 
a  change  to  stop  the  work  in  an  unfinished  state,  and  thus  arbi- 
trarily annul  the  contract .^^  A  written  contract  to  furnish 
articles  for  a  building,  mentioning  no  time  for  performance,  is  to 
be  performed  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  oral  evidence  that  a 
certain  time  was  agreed  on  by  the  parties  is  not  admissible.^ 

I  1288.  Breach,  of  contract  —  damages  —  excusable  delay.  A 
covenant  in  a  contract  to  erect  and  complete  a  building  by  a 
certain  day,  under  a  penalty  of  thirty  dollars  for  every  day  same 
should  remain  unfinished,  is  not  an  absolute  covenant  to  finish 
it  on  that  day.^  Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  perform  by  the 
day  fixed,  the  defendant's  consenting  to  his  going  on  and  com- 
pleting the  contract  afterwards  is  no  waiver  of  the  right  to 
recoup  his  damages  for  the  delay.*^  One  who  has  agreed  to 
build  a  house  on  the  land  of  another,  and  has  sul)stantially  per- 
formed his  contract,  but  has  not  completely  finished  the  house, 
nor  delivered  it,  when  it  is  destroyed  by  fire,  is  liable  in  an 
action  for  money  advanced  upon  the  contract,  and  damages  for 
its  nonperformance.*^     If  the  delay  on  the  part  of  the  contrac- 

M  Thompson  v.  Lain^,  8  Bosw.  482. 

w  Taylor  v.  Palmer,  31  Cal.  241. 

J»  Oooney  v.  WInants,  19  Wend.  504. 

M  Booker  v.  Ray,  17  Ind.  522. 

37  Clark  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  4  N.  Y.  338;  53  Am.  Dec.  379. 

3«  Strange  v.  Wilson,  17  Mich.  342. 

3J>Famham  v.  Ross,  2  Hall.  1()7. 

40  Barber  v.  Rose,  5  HiU.  HI 

41  Andrews  v.  Durant,  11  N.  Y.  r>."i:  r>2  Am.  Deo.  !>5:  HefPord  ▼. 
Alper,  1  Taunt.  218;  Merrlt  v.  Johnson.  7  Johns.  473:  5  Am.  Dec. 
289:  Adams  v.  Nichols,  19  Pick.  275;  31  Am.  Dec.  137;  Harmony  v. 
Bingham,  12  N.  Y.  99;  62  Am.  Dec.  142;  School  District  v,  Doncby, 
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tor  to  perform  the  work  is  caused  by  want  of  readiness  in  the 
work  performed  by  another  contractor  under  an  independent 
contract^  he  can  not  be  held  liable  for  a  breach  of  his  contract, 
nor  forfeit  his  right  to  recover  for  what  he  has  done.**  Where 
a  building  contract  contained  a  provision  that  the  owner,  on 
fifteen  days^  notice,  might  employ  another  to  finish  it,  and  pay 
therefor  out  of  any  money  due  the  contractor,  it  was  held  that 
by  failing  to  complete,  the  contractor  forfeited  only  so  much 
as  the  owner  was  obliged  to  pay  to  finish  the  building,** 

25  Conn.  680;  3  Dutch.  514;  68  Am.  Dec.  371;  Tompkins  v.  Dudley, 
25  N.  Y.  272;  82  Am.  Dec.  348. 

43  Stewart  v.  Keteltas,  9  Bo6W.  2S1. 

«s  Foley  V.  Gough,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  724. 


CHAPTER  n. 

ON   CHABTEBPABTIS8. 

i  1889.  OwiMr  agaluBt  freighter  for  not  loading. 

Form  No,  32S, 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the   day  of   y  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff    and  defendant    entered    into  an 

agreement,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed. 

[Or,  I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

at ,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed  by  charter- 
party  that  the  defendant  should  deliver  to  the  plaintiff's  ship 

*'  Flying  Scud/'  at ,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  four  hundred  and  fifty  tons  of  wheat  which  she  should 
carry  to  London,  England,  and  there  deliver  on  payment  of 
four  thousand  dollars  freight;  and  that  the  defendant  should 
have  ten  days  for  loading,  five  days  for  discharge,  and  three 
days  for  demurrage,  if  required,  at  fifty  dollars  per  day.] 

II.  That  at  the  time  fixed  by  the  said  agreement  the  plaintiff 
was  ready  and  willing  and  offered  to  receive  the  said  merchan- 
dise [or  the  merchandise  mentioned  in  the  said  agreement] 
from  the  defendant. 

m.  That  the  period  allowed  for  loading  and  demurrage  has 
elapsed,  but  the  defendant  has  not  delivered  the  said  merchan- 
dise to  the  said  vessel. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  for 

dollars  for  demurrage,  and dollars  additional  for 

damages. 

U  1230.  Charterparty  defined.  A  charterparty  is  a  contract 
>)y  which  the  owner  lets  his  vessel  to  another  for  freight.^  Any 
rontract  founded  on  an  illegal  voyage  partakes  of  the  character 
of  that  voyage,  and  stands  or  falls  with  it.^ 

3  SprinsT  V.  Gray'B  Ex'rs.  «  Pet.  l.'Sl,  164. 

2  CdqnhouB  v.  New  York  Fireman's  Ins.  Oo.,  15  Johna  8CB2l 
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§  1231.  Measure  of  damageB.  The  measure  of  damages  against 
a  charterer  who  refuses  to  furnish  a  cargo  according  to  his 
contract  is  the  stipulated  price^  deducting  the  net  earnings  oi 
the  vessel  during  the  time  she  has  been  occupied  on  the  voyage, 
at  an  average  passage^  and  including  the  lay  days.^  If  the 
freighter  only  partially  fulfills  his  contract,  the  owner  may  re- 
cover for  the  dead  freight  his  contract  price;  but  the  owner  is 
bound  to  taJl^e  other  freight  if  offered,  though  at  a  less  prioe^ 
and  can  recover  only  the  difference  in.  price.^ 

I  1232.  Demurrage^  allegation  for. 

Form  No.  329. 

That  the  defendant  detained  the  ship days  beyond 

the  periods  so  agreed  on  for  loading,  discharging,  deniurrag«», 
as  aforesaid,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  during  all  that  time,  wafr 

deprived  of  the  use  of  the  ship,  and  incurred dollars 

expense  in  keeping  the  same  and  maintaining  the  crew  thereof. 

1 1283.  Demurrage,  damages  for.  Although  d^nurrag^,  prop- 
erly so  called,  is  only  payable  when  it  has  been  stipulated, 
yet  if  a  vessel  is  improperly  detained,  the  .owner  may  have  a 
special  action  for  the  damage.^  It  is  the  duty  of  the  charterers 
to  restore  the  ship  at  the  end  of  the  period  allowed  for  the 
demurrage,  but  they  ajre  not  responsible  for  an  unreasonable 
delay  by  the  master.^  And  one  who  purchases  goods  arriving 
in  bond  is  not  liable  for  demurrage  of  the  vessel  for  the  deten- 
tion occurring  before  the  seller  obtains  legal  permit  for  the 
delivery^  No  demurrage  can  be  recovered  by  an  owner  for  a 
detention  occasioned  either  by  the  misconduct  of  the  master, 
for  which  the  owner  alone  was  answerable,  or  to  avoid  danger, 
and  not  by  any  misconduct  or  any  breach  of  covenant  by  the 
charterer.* 

§  1234.  l>lstinction  between  oontracts  of  hizlng  and  aifrelgfet* 
ment.  An  agreement  to  hire  a  vessel  in  any  legal  trade  for 
a  specified  period,  with  covenants  for  her  seaworthiness,  and 
that  the  hirer  ahould  pay  by  the  time,  and  not  by  the  carryinc: 

«  Ashbumer  v.  Balehen,  7  N.  Y.  282;  see  Watts  v.  Oamore,  10  Fed. 
Hep.  145;  115  U.  S.  35a;  Johnson  v.  Meeker,  96  N.  Y.  98:  48  Am. 
lU^p.  GOO. 

4  Abb.  on  Shipping.  428;  Heckscher  ▼.  McCrea,  24  Wend.  804. 

B  Abb.  on  Shipping,  .S04;  Clendanlel  v.  Tnckennaa,  17  Bttti.  tBL 

«  Robblns  v.  CodTnan,  4  F.  D.  Smltb,  815. 

T  Gillespie  V.  Duraril.  8  F.  D.  Smith.  661. 

•  Hooe  ▼.  Grov^man,  1  Ctaneh,  214. 
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of  goods  on  the  voyage^  is  a  hiring  of  the  veesel^  and  not.  a 
contract  of  freight.^ 

f  1885.  Duties  of  master.  Where  a  charterparty  allows  a 
charterer  a  number  ol  "'  lay  days/'  and  neither  the  coDflignees 
nor  other  persons  receive  the  cargo  or  pay  the  freight  after 
arrival  at  the  port  of  destination^  the  master^  acting  as  sole 
agent  on  behalf  of  both  charterer  and  owner^  is  bound  to  sell 
the  cargo  and  pay  the  freight,  on  expiration  of  the  *^  lay  days^" 
but  he  is  not  bound  to  sell  before  the  expiration  of  the  ^^  lay 
days/'^^ 

f  1886.  Intexpretatlon  of  contract.  In  the  construction  of 
charterpartieSy  it  must  be  remembered  that  they  are  often  in* 
formal;  and  must  have  a  liberal  construction^  in  furtherance  of 
the  real  intention  of  the  parties  and  the  usage  of  the  trade.^^ 
And  though  the  owner  of  a  ship,  of  which  the  charterer  is 
freighter  only,  has  a  lien  upon  the  cargo  for  freight,  and  also 
for  a  sum  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship, 
his  lien  may  be  considered  as  waived,  without  express  words  to 
that  effect,  if  there  are  stipulations  in  the  charterparty  incon- 
sistent  with  the  exercise  of  the  lien,  or  when  it  can  fairly  be 
inferred  that  the  owner  meant  to  trust  to  the  personal  respon- 
sibility of  the  charterer.** 

i  1887.  Mode  of  stowage.  Where  no  mode  of  stowage  is 
prescribed  in  the  charterparty,  the  usage  of  trade  will  obtain, 
and  the  owner  will  not  be  liable  for  damages  resulting  there^ 
from.** 

9  Winter  v.  Slmonton,  3  Oanch  O.  O.  104;  see,  also,  Donahoe  t. 
Kettel,  1  OUff.  135;  Husteu  v.  Richards^  44  Me.  182. 

10  Bobbins  v.  Oodman,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  315. 

MAbb.  on  Shipping  (Story's  ed.),  188;  3  Kent's  Oom.  201  et  seq»; 
Rugbies  T.  Buckner,  1  Paine,  358;  1  Sumn.  551;  Oertain  Liog,  etc.. 
▼.  Blchardson,  2  id.  580;  Gracie  v.  Palmer.  8  Wheat  605,  634;  Ray- 
mond V.  Tyson,  17  How.  (TJ.  S.)  53;  The  Profrrefis,  50  Fed.  Bep.  835; 
The  B.  F.  Bruce,  id.  118. 

IS  Paine,  363;  Chandler  v.  Belden,  18  Johns.  157,  162;  9  Am.  Deo. 
193;  Abb.  on  Shipping,  178;  Lucas  v.  Naokells,  4  Bing.  729:  Cowell 
▼.  Simpson,  16  Ves.  275;  Chase  v.  Westmore,  5  Mau.  &  Sel.  180; 
Crawshay  v.  Harafray,  4  Bam.  &  Aid.  52:  Raymond  t.  Tyson.  17 
How.  (TJ.  S.)  53.  As  to  the  construction  of  charterparties  in 
peculiar  cases,  see  Ogden  v.  Parsons,  37  Hunt's  Merchant's  Mag. 
(Dec..  1857).  710;  Belmont  v.  Tyson,  36  id.  (Feb.,  1857),  202;  Fro&- 
nian  v.  A  Cargo  of  Salt.  40  id.  (April,  1859),  467. 

IS  Lamb  v.  Parkman,  Sprague,  343. 
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I  1888.  Lay  days.     Under  a  charterparty^  tha  lay  days  of 

a  vessel^  by  the  general  rule,  commence  to  run  from  the  tune 
the  vessel  enters  the  dock.^*  Where  the  delivery,  by  the  terms 
of  the  charterparty^  was  to  be  made  ^'  alongside  of  the  plaintiff's 
vessel,  within  reach  of  her  tackles,"  it  Vas  held  that  if  the 
master  was  directed  to  take  the  vessel  to  a  certain  dock,  and 
did  so,  the  lay  days  commenced  to  run  from  the  day  she  was 
taken  there,  and  was  in  readiness  alongside  the  dock  to  receive 
her  cargo.  A  charterparty  provided  for  "  lay  days  "  as  follows: 
To  load  twenty  days  from  the  twelfth  instant,  the  owner  guar- 
anteeing to  have  the  vessel  ready  by  that  time;  and  by  a  subse- 
quent stipulation  the  charterparty  was  to  commence  when  the 
vessel  was  to  receive  cargo,  and  notice  thereof  should  be  given 
to  the  charterer.  The  readiness  of  the  vessel  at  the  day  named 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  charterer's  liability  to  accept 
«nd  employ  her,  and  the  charterparty  commences  on  notice  that 
the  vessel  is  ready  to  receive  the  cargo.**^  Where  no  "  lay  days  " 
are  provided  in  the  charterparty  or  bill  of  lading,  and  there  is  no 
<'xpress  stipulation  as  to  the  time  of  unloading,  the  consignee  is 
not  liable  for  delays  occurring  without  his  fault. ^* 

§  1230.  Liability  of  charterer.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  the 
charterparty,  the  charterer  was  to  return  the  boats  "  in  as  good 
condition  as  they  now  are,  with  the  exception  of  the  ordinary 
iif^e  and  wear,"  he  is  not  liable  as  an  insurer  against  the  perils 
of  the  sea  or  risks  of  navigation.^^ 

i  1240.  Negligence,  liability  for.  If  persons  charier  a 
steamboat  generally,  they  are  owners,  in  respect  to  liability  for 
negligence  in  running  her.  If  the  contract  is  one  of  affreight- 
ment merely,  they  are  not  such  owners.*® 

fi  1241.  Owner  for  voyage.  If,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party,  the  charterers  are  to  have  exclusive  possession,  control, 
.'iTid  -management  of  the  vessel,  appoint  master,  mn  the  vossel, 
and  receive  the  entire  profits  tliey  are  the  owners,  and  are  alone 

14 1  Pars.  Mar.  L.  262:  Rowe  v.  Smith.  10  Bosw.  268. 
ifiWelBser  v.  Maitland,  .3  Sandf.  318. 
ifl  Tlie  Glover,  1  Brown  Adm.  166. 

17  Story  on  Bailm.,  $  35;  Broom's  Leg.  Max.  217;  Ames  t.  Beldeii» 
17  Barb.  514. 

18  Sherman  v.  Fream,  30  Barb.  478b 
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ruiipciiaible  lor  damages  and  contracts. ^^  And  tlie  cliarterera' 
ri^iii  ui  possession  may  be  lost  by  a  voluntary  surrender  to  the 
owners.^ 

i  1242.  Power  of  master.  The  master  of  the  vessel  may 
make  a  charterparty,  where  the  owner  has  no  agent  in  a  foreign 
port,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  but  not  to  give  a  creditor  of 
the  owner  a  security  of  the  debt  due  to  him.*^ 

i  1243.  Befueal  to  overload.  Although  the  charterparty  lets 
the  entire  capacity  of  the  vessel,  if  the  goods  put  on  board  are 
heavy  articles,  and  before  the  ship  is  full  sink  her  aa  low  as 
is  usnal  and  proper  without  extra  danger,  the  owners  or  master 
of  the  vessel  do  not,  by  refusal  to  take  more,  violate  the  charter- 
party.^ 

{  1244.  Bepairs  of  vessel.  A  hreach  of  a  clause  in  the  char- 
terparty, binding  the  charterer  to  keep  the  vessel  in  repairs, 
should  be  alleged  in  the  complaint  in  an  action  by  owners  of  a 
vessel  against  charterer.^ 

$  1245.  Beecission.  Where  two  persons  chartered  a  vessel  for 
six  months,  and  after  a  part  of  the  time  had  passed,  the  owner 
agreed  with  one  of  the  charterers,  in  writing,  that  the  charter- 
party  was  to  he  deemed  to  have  expired,  it  was  held  a  valid 
rescission  of  the  contract.^ 

f  1246.  Buxming  days.  A  provision  in  the  charterparty  for 
running  days  is  in  effect  a  positive  stipulation  by  the  freighter 
that  he  will  load  and  unload  within  the  time  mentioned,  and 
inevitahle  accident  does  not  excuse  him.^ 

i»  Grade  v.  Palmer.  8  Wheat  632:  Maroordler  v.  Ohesapeake  Ins. 
Co.,  8  Oranoh,  .30:  Abb.  on  Shipping  (Eng.  ed.)  57,  note  1:  Id.  288, 
289;  1  Sumn.  500.  507:  Klelne  v.  Catara.  2  Gall.  75;  HUl  v.  The 
Golden  Gate,  1  Nowb.  308:  Winter  v.  Simonton,  3  Oranch  C.  C. 
104.  A  charterparty  examined,  and  held  not  te  have  had  the  effect 
of  transferring  the  ownerah/p  and  posfiesBlon  troja  the  general 
owners.  Clarliaon  v.  Edes,  4  Cow.  470:  Mactagger  v.  Henry,  8  B. 
n.  Smith,  390;  Holmes  v.  Pavenstedt,  5  Sandf.  97. 

20  Bergen  v.  Tamined,  40  Hunt's  Merch.  Mag.  708. 

21  nnrry  v.  Hnrry.  2  Wofih.  C.  C.  145. 

22  Westx>n  V.  ^f inot,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  430. 

23  Coster  V.  New  Yorlc  &  Erie  R.  K  Co.,  3  AJbh,  Pr.  8d2. 
24Wlieeler  v.  Cnri^ia,  11  Wend.  053. 

2R  Field  T.  Chape,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  50. 

YOL.  1—87 
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S  1247.  Charterer  against  owner,  for  deviation  from  contract* 
and  abandonment  of  voyage. 

Form  No,  330. 

[TiTLB.] 

_  • 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed,  by  charter- 
party,  that  the  defendant's  ship,  called  the ,  then 

at ,  should  sail  to ,  or  so  near  there 

as  she  could  safely  get,  with  all  convenient  speed,  and  there 

load  a  full  cargo  of ,  or  other  lawful  merchandise, 

from  the  factors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  carry  the  same  to , 

and  there  deliver  the  same,  on  payment  of  freight. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the 
contract  on  his  part. 

III.  That  the  said  ship,  the ,  did  not,  with  all 

convenient  speed,  sail  to ,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she 

could  safely  get;  but  that  the  defendant  caused  the  said  ship 
to  deviate  from  her  said  voyage,  and  abandon  the  same,  to  the 
plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[DfiiiANB  OP  Judgment.] 

I  1248.  Assent  of  charterer.  Where  a  chartered  vessel  met 
another  vessel  in  distress  in  the  course  of  her  voyage,  and  one 
of  the  charterers,  being  on  board,  consented  that  a  part  of  the 
crew  might  go  on  board  the  distressed  vessel  to  assist  in 
saving  her,  the  assent  of  the  charterer  would  not  vary  the  con- 
tract respecting  the  freight.^ 

i  1249.  Deviation.  On  a  voyage  from  South  America  to  Bos- 
ton, stopping  at  New  York  may  be  such  a  deviation  as  would 
render  the  charterer  liable  for  damage  it  might  occasion.  Yet 
it  is  not  such  a  change  as  will  dissolve  the  oharterparty  and 
entitle  the  owner  to  possession  at  New  York,  and  to  retain  cargo 
for  freight,  though  the  charterer  has  become  insolvent.*' 

{  1250.  Kegative  allegations.  If  there  are  exceptions  in  the 
oharterparty,  allegations  tending  to  negative  the  same  are  not 
necessary.*® 

»  Mason  v.  BlaJreau,  2  Oranch.  240. 

27  Lander  v.  OVirk.  1  Hall,  394. 

28  Wbe^er  v.  Bavidge,  9  Bxeh.  668;  S.  C,  2  C.  L.  R.  1077. 
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I  1261.  Shipowner  against  charterer  for  freight. 

Form  No.  S3^' 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  18..^  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed,  by  charter- 
party^  that  the  plaintiff^s  ship,  called   ,  should^ 

with  all  convenient  speed,  sail  to ,  and  that  the 

defendant  should  there  load  her  with  a  full  cargo  of , 

or  other  lawful  merchandise,  to  be  carried  to ,  and 

there  delivered,  on  payment  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
of  freight,  at dollars  per  ton. 

II.  That  the  said  ship  accordingly  sailed  to  , 

aforesaid,  and  was  there  loaded  by  the  defendant  with  a  full 
cargo  of  lawful  merchandise,  and  the  plaintiff  carried  the  said 

cargo  in  said  ship  to aforesaid  and  there  delivered 

the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  otherwise  performed  all  the 
conditions  of  said  contract  on  his  part. 

III.  That  said  freight  amounted  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

lY.  That  the  defendapt  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1252.  Allegation  ag^ainst  aasig^nee  of  cargo. 

Form  No,  332, 

That  thereafter  the  said  A.  B.  assigned  the  cargo  to  the  de- 
fendant, who  thereupon  became  the  owner  thereof  and  entitled 
to  receive  the  same. 

I  1258.  Allegation  of  a  charter.  The  plaintiffs  alleged  in  their 
complaint  that  their  assignors  having  chartered  a  vessel,  earned 
freight,  which  the  defendants,  the  consignees  of  the  vessel,  had 
collected  and  refused  to  pay  over.  The  defendants,  in  tlieir 
answer,  denied  that  the  plaintiffs'  assignor  had  chartered  the 
vessel  in  any  other  way  than  by  a  charterparty,  which  provided 
that  their  right  to  any  share  of  the  freight  should  be  contingent 
on  the  freight  exceeding  twenty-five  thousand  dollars;  it  was 
held  that  this  put  in  issue  of  plaintiffs'  allegation  of  a  charter, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  must  prove,  either  an  unconditional 
charter,  or  that  under  the  charter  alleged  by  defondants  the 
freight  had  exceeded  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.* 

ao  Patrick  v.  Metcalf,  9  Bosw.  483. 
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I  1254.  Lien  for  freight  The  riglit  of  lien  for  freight  does 
not  absolutely  depend  on  any  covenant  to  pay  freight  on  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo.^  Nor  can  charterers,  with  tiie  consent 
of  the  master  abroad,  make  any  agreement  exonerating  the  goods 
f iDm  freight,  and  defeating  the  lien  of  the  owners.^^  Nor  can 
th  master  enter  into  such  agreement,  and  such  agreements  would 
give  no  rights  to  a  person  who  entered  into  them  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  charterparty.^*  But  the  master,  notwith- 
standing the  interference  of  the  charterer,  may  retain  the  goods 
imtil  his  lien  shall  be  satisfied,  or  may  sue  the  consignee  after 
delivery  of  the  goods.^ 

I  1255.  Sale  of  cargo.  Where  owners  of  cargo  did  not  ap- 
pear,  and  the  master  put  up  at  auction  and  sold  the  cargo  on 
due  notice,  and  became  the  purchaser,  but  retained  the  goods 
on  the  vessel,  awaiting  a  higher  price,  he  had  no  right  thua  to 
constitute  the  ship  a  storehouse,  and  the  charterer  was  not  liable 
for  demurrage,  beyond  a  reafionable  time  for  discharging  after 
the  first  sale.** 

30  Abb.  on  Shipping,  part  a,  chap.  I,  §  7,  p.  177;  The  Volunteer,  1 
Sumn.  551. 

81  Gracie  v.  Palmer,  8  Wheat.  605;  reversing  Palmer  v.  Gracie, 
4  Wash.  O.  C.  110. 

«2  The  Salem*8  Cargov  1  Sprague,  388. 

83  Gracie  v.  Palmer,  8  Wheat.  605;  3  Kent  (3d  ed.),  138,  210.  220; 
Abb.  on  Shipping,  286-288;  Smith  Merc.  Law,  187;  Shaw  v.  Tbomp> 
80D,  01c.  144. 

84  Bobbins  v.  Ck>dman,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  315. 
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COVENANTS. 

I  1266.  Warranty  of  title  to  real  property. 

.    Form  No.  333, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaina,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of 

dollars  tcr  him  paid,  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  by  deed  [here  in- 
sert description],  and  in  his  said  deed  warranted  that  he  had 
good  title  in  fee  simple  to  the  said  property,  and  would  defend 
the  plaintiff  in  his  possession  of  the  same. 

II.  That  the  defendant  was  not,  but  one  A.  B.  was  then  the 
lawful  owner  of  ihe  said  lands,  in  fee  simple. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the 

said  A.  B.  lawfully  evicted  the  plaintiff  from  the  same,  and 
still  withholds  the  possession  thereof  from  him. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1867.  Actloii  on  covenant  —  assignment  of  breach.  In  or- 
der to  enable  one  to  maintain  an  action  on  a  covenant,  there 
must  not  only  be  a  branch  of  the  covenant,  but  some  loss  or 
damage  to  the  covenantee.^  The  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment 
and  of  general  warranty  requires  the  breach  to  show  an  evic- 
tion.^ Covenants  are  to  be  considered  dependent  on  or  inde- 
pendent according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  which  is  to  be 
deduced  from  the  whole  instrument.^  Where  covenants  are  de- 
pendent, an  action  can  not  be  maintained  without  showing  a 
performance  on  plaintiff's  part  of  every  affirmative  covenant.* 
That  a  party  covenanted  by  indenture,  imports  that  a  covenant 

1  Swall  V.  Olarke,  51  Oal.  227.  Averment  of  breach.  See  WooUey 
V.  Newcombe,  87  N.  T.  605. 

3  Rlckert  v.  Snyder,  9  Wend.  416;  Marston  v.  Hobbe,  2  Mass.  438;  8 
Am.  Deo.  61. 

8  Philadelphia  R.  R.  Co.   v.  Howard,  13  How.  (TJ.  Sv)  307,  889. 

4  Webster  v.  Warren,  2  Wash.  O.  O.  456. 
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was  under  seal;^  and  an  averment  of  execution  imports  delivery .• 
Tlie  grantee  in  a  deed-poll  is  bound  by  the  covenants  therein 
contained  to  be  performed  by  him,  and  an  action  of  covenant 
lies  for  a  breach  thereof.  By  acceptance  of  such  a  deed,  the 
grantee  is  estopped  from  denying  his  covenants,  or  that  the 
seal  attached  to  the  deed  is  his  own  as  well  as  the  grantor's.^ 
Even  if  an  action  of  covenant  will  not  lie  in  such  case  against 
the  grantee,  a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  him  or  his  grantees 
from  doing  what,  by  such  covenant^  he  has  agreed  not  to  do.^ 

I  1258.  Eviction,  allegation  of. 

Form  No.  334. 

That  the  defendant  has  not  warranted  and  defended  the  prem- 
ises to  the  plaintiff;  but,  on  the  contrary,  one  C.  D.  lawfully 
claimed  the  same  premises  by  a  paramount  title,  and  afterwards, 
in  an  action  brought  by  him  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the 

county  of ,  state  aforesaid,  in  which  said  C.  D. 

was  plaintiff,  and  this  plaintiff  was  defendant,  the  said  C.  D., 
on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  recovered  judg- 
ment, which  was  duly  given  by  said  court  against  this  plaintiff, 

for  his  seisin  and  possession  of  the  premises,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  lawfully  entered  the  premises,  and 

ousted  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  still  lawfully  holds  the  plain- 
tiff out  of  the  possession  thereof. 

§  1250.  Eviction,  what  Is  —  averment  of.  Eviction  by  pro- 
cess of  law  is  not  necessary  to  enable  an  action  to  be  maintained 
on  the  covenant.®  And  an  averment  that  the  vendor  had  not 
a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  said  tract  of  land,  and  by 
reason  thereof  the  said  plaintiffs  were  ousted  and  dispoesessed 
of  the  said  premises  by  due  course  of  law,  is  sufficient.*®  In  a 
floclaration  upon  a  covenant  of  warranty,  it  is  necessary  to  allegro 
substantially  an  eviction  by  title  paramount;  but  no  formal 
terms  are  prescribed  in  which  the  averment  is  to  be  made." 
A  purchaser  in  possession  can  not  reclaim  the  purchase  money 
on  account  of  defect  in  the  title,  unless  he  has  been  evicted 

B  Cabell  V.  Vau^han,  1  Saund.  291;  PhUUpe  v.  Glift  4  Huriat  ft  N. 
168. 
^  Brinckerhoff  v.  Lawrence,  2  Sandf.  Oh.  400. 
7  Atlantic  Dock  Co.  v.  Leavltt,  54  N.  Y.  85;  13  Am.  Rep.  500. 

«  Id. 

»  McOarr  v.  Hastlncrs.  .^f>  Tnl.  .^00:  2  ^m.  Ppn.  4.'S6. 

i"Day  T.  Chlsm.  10  Wheat.  449. 

n  RIckert  v.  Snyder,  9  Wend.  416;  Day  v.  Chlsm,  10  Wheat  448.    « 
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or  disturbed.*^  Nor  on  the  ground  that  the  title  existed  else- 
where than  in  the  grantor.*^  That  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully 
evicted  from  the  right  and  title  to  said  premises  by  a  paramount 
ajid  lawful  title  to  the  same,  does  not  import  an  ouster  from 
possession.^*  Where  tlie  covenantee  is  held  out  of  possession 
by  one  in  actual  possession  under  a  paramount  title,  the  cove- 
nant is  broken.^^  The  use  of  a  right  of  way  by  the  party 
entitled  to  it  is  an  eviction  of  the  servient  estate,  within  a 
covenant  of  warranty  against  all  "  lawful  claims,"  for  which  the 
latter  may  sue  as  assignee  of  the  covenantee.*' 

§  1260.  Judgmeat  covenants.  Where  the  parties  to*  a  deed 
covenanted  severally  against  their  own  acts  and  incumbrances, 
and  also  to  warrant  and  defend  against  thei^  own  acts  and 
those  of  all  other  persons,  with  an  indemnity  in  land  of  an 
equivalent  value,  in  case  of  eviction,  these  covenants  are  inde- 
pendent, and  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  in  the  declaration  any 
eviction,  or  any  demand,  and  refusal  to  indemnify  with  other 
lands,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  a  prior  incumbrance  by  the 
acts  of  the  grantors,  etc.;  and  that  the  action  might  be  sus- 
tained on  the  first  covenant  for  the  recovery  of  pecuniary 
damages.*'' 

I  1261.  General  covenant  of  warranty.  If  a  deed  contains 
a  general  covenant  of  warranty  of  lands  thereby  intended  to 
be  conveyed,  and  also  a  covenant  that  if  any  portion  of  the  land 
has  been  before  conveyed  to  other  persons,  the  grantor  will 
convey  to  the  grantee  other  lands  of  like  quality,  the  former 
covenant  relates  to  land  which  the  deed  purports  to  convey, 
and  not  to  the  land  which  the  grantor  covenanted  to  convey' 
in  the  latter  covenant.*®  Where  land  is  sold  with  covenant  of 
warranty,  accompanied  with  delivery  of  possession,  and  the 
purchaser  gave  a  note  in  payment,  the  warranty  and  the  promipo 
to  pay  are  independent  covenants.*^  A  covenant  of  the  prrantor, 
warranting  the  title  of  the  land  sold  as  "  indisputable  and 

la  Salman  v.  Hoffman,  2  Cal.  138;  r^d  Am.  Dec.  322. 

13  Fowler  v.  Smith,  2  Oal.  44. 

u  PTvdenberrr  v.  Cotheal,  1  Duer.  176. 

i«WJiity  V.  Hlghtower,  12  Smed.  &  M.  478 

i«  Fuss  T.  Steele,  40  Yt.  310. 

17  Dnvall  V.  Oraip.  2  Wheat.  45. 

i«  Vance  v.  Pena.  33  Cal.  631. 

i«  Norton  V.  Jackson,  5  Cal.  263. 
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satisfactory,"  is  not  broken  if  the  title  is  good  and  vaiid.^  A 
.  covenant  of  nonclaim  in  a  deed  amounts  to  a  covenant  of 
warranty,  and  operates  equally  as  an  estoppel.^^  The  covenant 
of  warranty  runs  with  the  land,  and  the  vendor  is  liable  directly 
to  the  person  evicted.^  Where  a  covenant  of  warranty  is  based 
upon  a  right  or  title,  which  is  subsequently,  by  a  judgment  of 
the  court,  adjudged  invalid,  and  five  years  are  given  by  statute 
to  appeal  from  said  judgment,  an  action  for  breach  of  the 
covenant  will  not  lie  till  the  five  years  have  expired.^ 

§  1262.  Notice  of  action.  Verbal  notice  is  sufficient.^  If 
the  covenantor  has  notice  of  the  action,  the  covanantee  is  not 
bound  to  defend.*  The  proceedings  will  be  conclusive  against 
the  covenantor  in  this  action.^ 

§  1268.  Bemedy.  If  a  party  takes  a  conveyance  without 
covenants,  he  is  without  remedy  in  case  of  failure  of  title;  and 
if  he  takes  a  conveyance  with  covenants,  his  remedy  upon  fail- 
ure of  title  is  confined  to  them.^ 

I   1264.  Special  dama^^  —  allegation  of. 

Form  No.  S35- 
That  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  has  not  only  lost  said 

premises,  but  also  the  sum  of dollars,  by  him  laid 

out  and  expended  in  and  upon  the  said  premises,  in  repairing 

and  improving  the  same,  and  also  the  sum  of   ', 

dollars,  costs  and  charges  sustained  by  the  said  A.  B.,  in  prose- 
cuting his  action  for  the  recovery  thereof,  and  the  sum  of 

dollars,  for  his  own  costs,  charges  and  counsel 

.  fees  in  defending  said  action. 

§  1265.  Breach  of  covenant  of  warranty  —  another  form.' 

Form  No.  sjd. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tlat  on  the   day  of   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  his  deed  of  that  date,  duly 

»  Winter  v.  Rtook,  20  Oal.  407;  89  Am.  Dec.  57. 

M  Gee  V.  Moore.  14  Oil.  472. 

M  Blackwell  v.  Atkinson.  14  Cal.  470. 

«  HiUa  V.  Shen\'ood,  .^*^  Cal.  474. 

«  See  Kelly  v.  Dntrh  Church  of  Schenectady,  2  HllL  1€6L 

35  Jackson  v.  Marsh.  5  Wend.  44. 

M  CooT>f  r  V.  Watson,  10  Wend.  202. 

27  Peabody  v.  Phelps,  9  Cal.  218. 
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executed,  in  consideration  of dollars,  sold  and 

conveyed  in  fee  simple,  to  the  plaintiff,  certain  land  [describe  it]. 

II.  That  Ihe  defendant,  by  the  same  deed,  covenanted  aa 
follows  [copy  the  covenant], 

III.  That  the  defendant  had  not^  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  said  deed,  a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  said  premises,  and 

by  reason  thereof,  on  the day  of ,  18 . ., 

at ,  the  plaintiff  was  ousted  and  dispossessed  of  the 

said  premises  by  due  course  of  law. 

[Or,  III.  That  one  G.  H.,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
said  deed  and  from  thence^  had  lawful  right  and  paramount 
title  to  the  said  premises,  and  by  virtue  thereof,  after  the  exe- 
cution of  said  deed,  on  the   day  of   , 

18. .,  entered  upon  the  possession  thereof,  and  ousted  and  dis- 
possessed by  due  process  of  law,  and  kept,  and  still  keeps,  the 
plaintiff  from  the  possession  of  the  same.  That  the  plaintiff  has 
also  been  compelled  to  pay  the  costs  and  charges  sustained  by 

the  said  6.  H.,  in  prosecuting  a  certain  action  in  the 

court,  in county,  for  the  recovery  of  said  premises, 

which  amounted  to dollars,  and  to  pay  out  the 

additional  sum  of dollars  in  endeavoring  to  de- 
fend such  action.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  1M6.  By  assignee  of  grantee  against  previous  grantor. 

Form  No.  337, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  sale  to  one  C.  D.] 

II.'  [Allege  and  set  out  copy  of  covenant.] 

III.  That  the  said  C.  D.  afterwards,  on  the  ...;....  day  of 

,....,  18 ..,  at ,  by  deed  duly  executed, 

in  considertion  of  the  sum  of dollars,  conveyed 

the  said  premises  to  one  E.  F.,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  and  the 

said  E.  F.  afterwards,  on  the day  of 

18. .,  at ,  by  his  deed  of  that  date,  duly  executerl, 

in  consideration  of  the  sum  of dollars,  conveyed 

the  same  premises  to  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  on  the   day  of 

,  18 . . ,  at entered  into  and  was 

possessed  of  said  premises. 

88 
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Y.  That  the  defendant  had  not  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  his  Bald  deed^  nor  has  he  since  had,  a  good  and'  sufficient 
title  to  the  said  premises;  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff  was 

afterwards,  on  the day  of >  18 . .,  ousted 

and  dispossessed  of  the  said  premises  by  due  course  of  law. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1267.  By  heirs  of  covenantee  ag^ainst  preyioui  grantor. 

Form  No.  sjS, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  sale  as  in  preceding  forms.] 

II.  [Allege  and  set  out  copy  of  covenant.] 

III.  That  the  said  C.  D.  afterwards,  and  on  the  same  day, 
entered  into  and  was  possessed  of  said  premises,  and  afterwards, 

on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

said  C.  D.  died,  whereupon  the  said  premises,  and  his  estate 
therein,  descended  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  children  and  coheirs  of 
the  said  C.  D.,  depeased;  and  that  they  afterwards,  on  the  same 
day,  entered  into  and  were  possessed  of  said  premises,  until 
ousted  and  dispossessed,  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

[Here  set  forth  the  breach,  etc.,  as  in  the  preceding  forms.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1808.  By  derlflee  of  covenantee,  against  preyioui  grantor. 

Form  No.  339. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  TI.  [Allege  sale  and  covenant.] 

m.  That  the  said  E.  F.,  afterwards,  and  on  the  same  day, 
entered  into  and  was  possessed  of  said  premises;  and  aftecwards, 

on  the  ....-,...  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

made  his  last  will  and  testament,  in  writing,  and  thereby, 
amongst  other  things,  devised  the  said  premises  to  the  plaintiff; 

and  afterwards,  on  the  day  of ,  18. ., 

at the  said  E.  E.  died,  leaving  such  will 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

said  will  was  proved  and  admitted  to  probate  in  the  Probate 
Court  of,  etc.,  and  by  order  of  P^id  ronrt%  letters  testamentary 
were  ipsnod,  [If  the  property  is  situated  in  a  county  other  than 
the  one  where  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate,  add:  That  after- 
wards, on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  by  an  order 

of  the  Probate  Court  of county  (where  the  prem- 
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ises  are  situated)^  an  authenticated  copy  of  said  will^  from  the 
record  aforesaid,  with  a  copy  of  said  order  of  probate  annexed 
thereto,  was  filed  of  record  in  the  Probate  Court  of  said  county 

of (where  premises  lie),  and  duly  recorded.J 

V.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  entered  into  possession  of 
the  said  premises,  and  was  possessed  thereof  until  ousted  and 
dispossessed  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  [Set  forth  breach,  etc., 
as  in  preceding  form&J 

[Demand  of  Judombnt.] 

ir  ISOO.  Warranty  as  to  quantity. 

Form  No.  340. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  warranted    a    certain    farm    in 

township, county,  state  of , 

to  contain acres  of  land,  and  thereby  induced  the 

plaintiff    to  purchase  the  same  from  him,  and    pay  to  him 
dollars  therefor. 

II.  That  the  said  farm  contained  only acres, 

instead  of  acres,  the  quantity  sold  to  plaintiff 

by  defendant. 

III.  That  plaintiff  was  damaged  thereby  in  the  amount  of 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1970.  On  covenant  against  incmnbTsncss  on  real  property. 

Form  hfo.  341. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complain^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of 

dollars,  to  him  paid,  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  deed,  in  fee 

simple,  a  farm  in  the  town  of ,  county  of 

for  otherwise  briefly  desi^ate  the  property"]. 

TT.  That  said  deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  of  which  the  following:  is  a  copy  [copv  of  covenant]. 

TTT.  That  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  doliverv  of  said 
deed  the  premises  were  not  free  from  all  incumbrance,  but  on 

the  contrary,  the  defendant  before  that  time,  on  the 

<lay  of ,  1 8 . . ,  at ,  by  deed  in  the 

nature  of  a  mortgage,  duly  executed,  had  mortgaged  the  said 
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premises  to  one  E.  S.,  to  secure  the  payment  of 

dollars^  with  interest. 

IV.  And  for  a  further  breach,  the  plaintiff  alleges,  that  on 

the day  of ,  18 . . ,  in  the 

court  of  the   judicial  district  of   

county,  in  this  state,  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  sum  of dollars,  in  an  action  in  which 

the  said  [incumbrancer]  was  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  herein 

was  defendant,  which  judgment  was,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  docketed  in  said  county  of  [where  prem- 
ises are  situated]  and  which  judgment  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  the  deed  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage^ 
remained  unpaid  and  unsatisfied  of  record. 

V.  And  for  a  further  breach,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said  deed  tlie  premises 
were  subject  to  a  tax  theretofore  duly  assessed,  charged  and 

levied  upon  the  said  premises  by  the  said  city  of , 

and  the  officers  thereof,  of  the  sum  of  dollars, 

and  which  tax  was  then  remaining  due  and  unpaid,  and  was 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  said  deed  a  lien  and  incumbrance 
by  law  upon  the  said  premises. 

VI.  That  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  paid,  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  sum  of dollars 

in  extinguishing  the  [here  state  what,  whether  the  judgment, 
lien,  tax  or  other  incumbrances,  or  all  of  them]  aforesaid,  to 
his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§    1271.    ABsig^nment    of    breach  —  payment    hy    eovenaiitee. 

A  breach  of  covenant  is  sufficiently  assigned  by  n^ativin^  the 
words  of  the  covenant.®  If  the  speciai  facts  to  negative  a 
covenant  are  necessarily  included  in  the  general  averment  of 
the  breach,  a  distinct  and  substantive  averment  of  them  is  not 
neces^sary.®  A  general  covenant  against  incumbrances  is  broken 
bv  the  existence  of  an  incnmbra.nre  at  the  making  of  tb**  df»<^f^. 
The  breach  must  set  out  the  particular  incumbrance  reliod  nn.*> 

28  McOeehan  v  McLan^lln,  1  Hall,  37;  see  Woolley  v.  Newrombe. 
87  N.  Y.  60R. 

2d  Randall  v.  C.  &  D.  Canal  Co..  1  Harr.  151:  Breokenrldsre^s 
AflmV  V.  Lee'B  Ex'rs.  3  Bibb,  330. 

aoshelton  r.  Pease.  10  Mo.  473:  .Tnllland  v.  Burirott  11  Johns.  6: 
Thomas  v.  Van  Ness,  4  Wend.  549;  compare  People  v.  Rosflell,  Id. 
570. 
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That  certain  persons  recovered  judgment  against  the  owner, 
which  were  liens  and  incumbrances,  is  suiiicient,  without  .stat- , 
iDg  the  fact  of  docketing  said  judgment,  or  its  legal  effect.^^ 
A  covenant  that  the  whole  amount  of  a  judgment  is  due  is  not 
to  be  construed  to  mean  that  no  one  of  the  judgment  debtors 
lias  been  released.^  When  an  action  is  brought  on  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  in  the  contract,  it  is  enough  to  allege  the  con- 
\eyance  according  to  its  legal  effect,  showing  a  consideration 
for  the  covenant,  and  then  set  forth  a  copy  of  the  covenant,^ 
thus  combining  the  two  systems  of  pleading  for  the  sake  of 
brevity.  This  method  will  be  desirable  when  the  contract  is 
of  great  length.  So,  in  a  covenant  to  pay  certain  accounts,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  accounts  so  paid,  thereby  pro- 
ducing great  prolixity.^^  Where  a  complaint  avers  a  sale  and 
conveyance,  the  existence  of  the  mortgage,  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  comply  with  its  condi- 
tions, consequent  sale  of  the  premises  under  the  mortgage,  and 
their  loss  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  sufficient  on  demurrer.^ 
And  consideration  need  not  be  alleged,  as  in  pleading  on  a 
sealed  instrument  the  seal  imports  consideration.  Without  the* 
avfTment  of  payment  of  the  incumbrance,  plaintiff  can  recover 
only  nominal  damages.*®  Except  in  the  case  of  a  covenantee 
who  bought  for  the  purpose  of  a  resale,  with  notice  to  the  cove- 
nantor at  the  time  of  sale.*''  Tn  such  a  case  those  facts,  and  the 
diminution  in  value  of  the  estate,  and  the  expenditure  in  paying 
off  the  incumbrance,  should  be  alleged,  the  latter  as  a  special 
averment  of  damage.*^ 

$  1272*  The  same  —  description  of  land  conveyed.  A  brief 
description  will  be  sufficient  with  profert  of  conveyance.** 

81  Oady  V.  Allen.  22  Barb.  388;  see,  also,  Ohamberlain  v.  Gorham* 
20  Johns.  746:  reverslnjj:  S.  C.  id.  144. 

32  Bennett  v.  Biirhan,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  412. 

33  Swan's  PI.  198. 

•"^^  .Tones  v.  Hurbauffh.  5  N.  Y.  Lejac.  Obs.  19. 

M  McCarty  v.  Beach.  10  Cal.  461. 

3«  Delaverpne  v.  Nonis,  7  .Tohns.  3.58;  r>  Am.  Dec.  281;  Hall  y. 
Pean.  13  .Johns.  10.5;  Stanard  v.  Eldrldge,  16  id.  264. 

37  Batohelder  v.   Rturpis.   3  Onsh.   201. 

3<»  Dp  Forest  v.  Leete,  16  Johns.  122, 

39 1  Siannd.  233.  n.  2;  2  Chit.  PI.  192,  n.  1;  Dunham  v.  Pratt,  14 
Johns.  872. 
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I  1273.  Condition  precedent.  VVkere  a  deed  contains  a  cove- 
;aant.tliat  in  case  the  grantees  shall  pay  a  certain  ;>iiin  of 
money  before  a  certain  day  '*  then  this  instxument  is  to  take 
effect  as  a  full  and  complete  conveyance  in  fee  of  all/'  etc.,  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  was  held  to  be  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  Testing  the  estate.^^ 

I  1274.  Covenant  in  mortgage.  If  *the  mortgagor  covenants 
to  pay  and  discharge  all  legal  mortgages  and  incumbrances,  the 
covenant  will  make  the  mortgagor  personally  liable  for  the  sum 
due  and  secured  by  an  executory  contract  for  a  mortgage  not 
under  seal  or  recorded  if  the  mortgagor  had  actual  notice  of  it, 
and  the  mortgage  will  become  security  for  the  performance  of 
the  covenant.*^  It  does  not  put  the  purchaser  from  the  mort- 
gagor upon  any  inquiry  as  to  any  mortgages  or  incumbrances 
not  of  record.*** 

I  1875.  Xeasnre  of  damages.  A  party  having  been  defeated 
in  a  suit  against  him  for  damages  for  having  interfered  with 
an  easement  on  his  land  may  recover  of  his  warrantor  the 
'damage  he  has  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the 
covenant  against  incumbrances,  and  such  costs  and  expenses  as 
he  has  fairly  and  in  good  faith  incurred  in  attempting  to  main- 
tain and  defend  his  title.**  He  was  not  bound  to  follow  the 
advice  of  his  warrantor  by  suing  the  party  who  claimed  the 
easement  and  entered  upon  the  premises.**  "  There  is,"  says 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  Lowe  v.  Peers,  "a  difference  between  cove- 
nants in  general  and  covenants  secured  by  a  penalty  or  forfeit- 
ure. In  the  latter  case,  the  obligee  has  his  election;  he  may 
either  bring  an  action  of  debt,  and  recover  the  penalty,  after 
which  recovery  of  the  penalty  he  can  not  resort  to  the  cove- 
nant; or,  if  he  does  not  choose  to  go  for  the  penalty,  he  can 
proceed  upon  the  covenant  and  recover  more  or  less  than  the 
penalty  toties  quoties*^^ 

40  Meslck  V.  Sunderland,  6  C^.  297. 

41  Racoulllflt  V.  Sanaevaln,  32  Oal.  376. 

42  Racouillat  v.  Rene,  32  Cal.  450. 
48  Smith  V.  Spra^e,  40  Vt.  43. 

44  Id. 

40  Sedgwick  on  Damages.  424:  see  Lowe  v.  Peera  4  Burr.  2225; 
also  Bird  v.  Randall,  1  W.  Bl.  373.  387;  Winter  v.  Trimmer.  Id. 
395;  Harrison  v.  Wright,  13  East,  343.    The  use  and  meaning  ef  the 
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I  1876.  Estoppel.  One  who  has  covenanted  with  exe€utor», 
at)  such^  that  third  persons  should  satisfy  and  discharge  a  axort- 
gage,  is  thereby  estopped  from  denying  the  right  of  executors 
to  sue  on  such  covenant  in  their  representative  capacity .^^  But 
a  subsequent  grantee  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  grantor 
on  a  covenant.^*^ 

I  1277.  Incumbrances.  The  term  '^  incumbrances  "  includes 
taxes^  assessments,  and  all  liens  upon  property.^  No  tax  or 
assessment  can  exist  until  the  amount  thereof  is  ascertained  and 
determined.  Hence,  although  the  expense  has  been  incurred 
at  the  time  of  conveyance,  to  meet  which  a  local  assessment  is 
subsequently  laid  upon  the  premises  conveyed  which  are  legally 
chargeable  therewith,  such  assessment  does  not  constitute  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  against  incumbrances.'*^  Only  nominal 
damages  can  be  recovered  until  after  actual  payment  of  the 
incumbrance.*^ 

§  1278.  Porehasa  after  breach.  A  purchaser  of  a  mill,  after 
breach  of  covenant  by  a  railroad  company,  with  its  f o/mer  owner, 
to  dig  a  new  channel,  etc.,  for  the  mill  stream,  can  not  sue  on 
said  covenant.''^  Where  defendant  made  a  valid  agreement  with 
three  partners  not  to  do  business  in  a  certain  place,  and  two 
of  said  partners  sold  out  to  a  third,  and  left  said  place,  but 
the  third  resold  to  defendant,  and  released  said  agreement,  it 
was  held  that  the  other  two  partners  could  not  sue  for  a  breach, 
as  the  agreement  was  incident  only  to  the  business.** 

I  1270.  To  what  covenant  attaches.  Every  covenant  relating 
to  the  thing  demised  attaches  to  the  land,  and  runs  with  it.*^ 
But  where  the  warranty  in  a  deed  contains  a  covenant  to  "  war- 
rant and  defend  the  premises  conveyed,  from  ajid  against  all 
or  any  incumbrances,  claims  or  demands,  created,  made  or  snf- 

terms  "penalty"  and  "liquidated  damages"  In  agreements  com* 
mented  on  Id  People  v.  Love,  19  Oal.  ©77. 

^  Farnham  v.  Mallory,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  380. 

47  Oolby  V.  Osgood,  2»  Barb.  339. 

^  Cal.  Civil  Cbde,  §  1114. 

4©  Dowdney  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  54  N.  Y.  186;  see  De  Peyster  v.  Marphy„ 
39  N.  Y.  Supr.  (7  J.  &  Sp.)  255. 

Ro  Reading  v.  Gray,  37  id.  79;  see,  also,  Blythe  v.  Gately,  51  0U. 
236,  as  to  wben  taxes  become  a  lien. 

51  JuDction  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sayers,  28  Ind.  318. 

62Gomper8  v.  Rochester,  56  Penn.  St.  194. 

u  Laflan  y.  Naglee,  9  Cal.  662;  70  Am.  Dec.  678. 
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fered,  by,  tkrougli  or  under  liim,  and  against  none  other,"  the 
warranty  in  the  deed  attaches  itself  to  the  interest  conveyed, 
and  not  to  the  land  itself.^  A  covenant  of  seisin  runs  with 
the  land  and  is  divisible,  so  tliat  if  the  land  be  sold  in  parcels  to 
different  purchasers,  each  may  maintain  an  action  on  the  cove- 
nant.^ Where  the  covenantee,  in  a  deed  of  land,  takes  posses- 
sion and  conveys,  a  covenant  of  warranty  in  the  deed  to  him 
will  pass  to  his  grantee,  although  the  covenantor  was  not  in 
possession  at  the  time  of  his  conveyance.*^  A  covenant  to  con- 
vey, contained  in  a  lease,  runs  with  the  land  and  may  be 
assigned." 

I  1280.  The  same,  where  the  deed  expressed  specific  incum- 
brance. 

Farm  No.  342. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  preceding  form.] 

II,  That  by  said  deed  the  premises  conveyed  were  described 
as  being  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  payment  of  a  certain  mort- 
gage recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  at ,  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  in  Book  A,  of  Mortgages 

[or  other  incumbrance,  describing  it],  and  no  other  incum- 
brances were  mentioned  or  specified  in  said  deed,  as  existing 
upon  or  affecting  said  premises  or  the  title  thereto. 

ITT.  That  said  deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
(lofondant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  covenant]. 

TV.  That  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  delivery  of  the  said 
deed,  the  premises  were  not  free  from  all  incumbrances  other 
than  the  mortgage  therein  excepted,  but  on  the  contrary  [hero 
f  pt  out  anv  or  all  other  incumbrances  as  breaches,  and  conclude 
as  in  preceding  form]. 

[Demand  of  Judomext.] 

%  1881.  Implied  covenant.  Where  a  deed  containing  the 
words  "grant,  bargain,  and  sell,"  recites  a  mortgage  existin? 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  with  a  warranty  against  the  same, 

M  Kimball  v.  Remple.  2.5  Cnl.  440. 

r-'*  Sohofield  v.  The  TToniPstoad  Co..  32  Towa,  317:  7  Am.  Hop.  107. 

M  We<^(l  V.  Larkln.  TA  Til.  4S0:  .'»  Am.  Pen.  140. 

MTTacar  v.  Buck.  44  Vt.  2.«r»:  9,  Am.  Ppn.  ?CR  Whon  oovpnant  to 
mako  and  maintain  fence  itt^"  ^!th  the  land,  see  Bronson  v.  Coffin* 
108  Mass.  175;  11  Am.  Rep.  r.?5. 
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the  general  coveuajit  implied  by  the  words,  "  grant,  bargain,  and 
sell,"  is  restrained  by  the  special  covenant.*^  And  the  special 
covenant  is  not  a  covenant  to  pay  the  mortgage. 

$  1282.  Mortgage.  When  premises  are  described  in  the  grant- 
ing part  of  a  deed  as  subject  to  a  mortgage,  such  mortgage  will 
not  be  in  the  covenant  against  incumbrances.^®  A  covenant  by 
a  vendor  of  real  estate,  that  neither  he  nor  his  assigns  will  sell 
any  marl  from  the  adjoining  premises,  will  not  be  enforced  in 
equity  against  the  alienee  of  the  land  intended  to  be  burdened 
with  the  covenant.^ 

§  1283.  On  a  covenant  of  seisin^  or  of  power  to  conyey. 

Form  No,  343. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  by  deed,  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff  in  fee  simple  [describe  the  property]. 

II.  That  said  deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  covenant]. 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said 
deed,  the  defendant  was  not  the  true,  lawful,  and  rightful 
owner,  and  had  not  in  himself  at  said  time  good  right,  full 
power,  etc.  [negative  the  words  of  the  covenant]. 

IV.  Whereby  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  damages  in  the  sum 
of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1284.  Eeeentlal  averments.  In  an  action  of  covenant  it 
must  appear  in  the  complaint  with  whom  the  covenant  was 
made,  the  performance  or  readiness  to  perform,  or  the  excuse 
for  nonperformance  of  a  condition  precedent,  at  the  place  rind 
within  the  time  specified.**  An  action  can  not  be  maintained 
on  a  covenant  of  seisin,  unless  a  breach  and  an  eviction  be 
alleged.^    And  when  there  has  not  been  an  eviction,  some- 

MShelton  v.  Pease,  10  Mo.  473. 

M  Freeman  v.  Foster.  55  Me.  508. 

«o  Brewer  v.  Ma-rshall,  4  O.  E.  Green,  537. 

w  Keatley  v.  MoLau^herty,  4  Mo.  221. 

«  Robinson  v.  NeH.  3  Ohio,  525;  Klnj?  v.  Kerr's  Adm'r,  5  Id.  165; 
22  Am.  Dec.  777:  see  Bowne  v.  Wolcott,  1  N.  Dak.  497;  Mygatt  ▼. 
Coe,  124  N.  Y.  212. 

Vol.  T— 89 
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thing  equivalent  mufit  be  averred.^  It  is  sufficient  to  negative 
the  words  of  the  covenant.^  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  breach 
of  a  covenant  should  be  assigned  in  the  very  words  of  the 
covenant.    It  is  sufficient  to  aver  what  is  substantially  a  breach.^ 

S  1285.  Implied  coyenants.  A  deed  containing  the  words 
^' grants  bargain^  sell^  and  enfeoff/'  is  operative  as  a  deed  of 
feoffment,  and  livery  of  seisin  is  not  necessary.^  And  under 
the  statute  of  Missouri,  it  was  held  that  they  are  separate  and 
independent  of  each  other.®^  In  Illinois,  the  words  '*  grant, 
bargain,  and  sell,'^  express  covenants  that  the  grantor  is  seised 
of  an  indefeasible  estate  in  fee  simple,  free  from  incumbrances 
done  or  suffered  by  the  grantor,  as  also  for  quiet  enjoyment 
against  the  grantor,  his  heirs  and  assigns.^  It  embraces  such 
incumbrances  only  as  the  vendor  has  control  of,  and  not  an 
outstanding  mortgage  created  by  his  grantor.®*  In  California 
the  Civil  Code  provides  that  "  from  the  use  of  the  word  '  grant ' 
in  any  conveyance  by  which  an  estate  of  inheritance  or  fee 
simple  is  to  be  passed,  the  following  covenants,  and  none  other, 
on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  for  himself  and  his  heirs  to  the 
grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns;,  are  implied,  unless  restrained 
by  express  terms  in  such  conveyance:  1.  That  previous  to  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  such  conveyance,  the  grantor  has  not 
conveyed  the  same  estate,  or  any  right,  title,  or  interest  therein, 
to  any  person  other  than  the  grantee;  2.  That  such  estate  is  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  such  conveyance  free  from  incum- 
brance done,  made,  or  suffered  by  the  grantor,  or  any  person 
claiming  under  him.  Such  covenants  may  be  sued  upon  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  expressly  inserted  in  the 
conveyance/'^®  Prior  to  the  Code,  however,  it  was  held  that 
where  there  are  no  covenants  of  seisin,  etc.,  in  the  deed  the  law 
will  not  imply  other  covenants  than  those  for  quiet  possession.'" 

08  Robinson  v.  Neil,  S  Ohio,  525;  Kin^  v.  Kerr^B  Adm'r,  5  Id.  155: 
22  Am.  Dec.  777;  McGarry  v.  Hastings^  80  OaL  860;  2  Am.  Bep.  406. 
«*4  Kent's  Com.  479:  lUckert  v.  Snyder,  9  Wend.  416. 
«  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87. 
w  Perry  v.  Price,  1  Mo.  568. 
«7  Alexander  v.  Schrelber,  10  Mo.  46i 
«8MoeIy  V.  Hunter,  15^Mo.  822. 
M  Armstrong?  v.  Darby,  26  Mo.  517. 
TO  OM.  Civil  C^e,  §  1118. 
71  Fowler  t.  Smith,  2  Cal.  89. 
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I  1286.  Damages,  measure  of.  When,  the  grantor^  in  a  deed 
containing  a  covenant  of  seisin^  has  not  title  to  the  land^  the 
covenant  is  broken  the  instant  it  is  made  J^  Such  a  covenant  is 
an  assurance  to  the  purchaser  that  the  grantor  has  the  estate 
both  in  quantity  and  quality.'''  But  where  the  vendor  was 
actually  seised^  but  of  a  defeasible  estate^  the  damages  should  be 
merely  nominal  until  the  estate  has  been  actually  defeated.'^* 
The  rule  of  damages,  where  there  has  been  an  actual  loss  of 
the  premises,  is  the  purchase  money  and  interest.  Where  the 
plaintiff  has  purchased  the  paramount  title,  it  is  the  sum  actually 
and  in  good  faith  paid  for  the  paramount  title,  and  the  amount 
expended  in  defending  his  possession;  provided  such  damages 
shall  in  no  case  exceed  the  purchase  money  and  interest.*"^ 

f  1287.  Death  of  covenantor.  Where  the  covenantor  die$  be- 
fore the  discovery  of  the  defect  of  title,  and  his  personal 
representatives  procure  a  good  title,  and  tender  a  deed  to  the 
covenantee,  a  court  of  equity  will  compel  him  to  accept  such 
conveyance,  and  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  for  a  breach  of  the 
covenant''* 

§  1288.  Grantee's  covenant  to  build. 

Form  No.  344. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  sell  and  con- 
vey to  the  defendant  a  lot  of  land  [describe  it],  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  the  defendant,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  agreed  that  he  would  erect  upon  the  prem- 
ises a  good  brick  house,  to  be  occupied  as  a  dwelling,  and  that 
he  would  not  erect  upon  the  premises  any  building  that  would 
be  a  nuisance  to  the  vicinity  of  the  premises. 

n.  That  the  plaintiff  did  accordingly  sell  and  convey  to  the 
defendant  said  premises  for  said  sum,  but  the  defendant  has 

72  Nichols  V.  Nichols.  5  Hun,  108. 

w  Pecare  v.  Ohouteau,  13  Mo.  627. 

74  Reese  v.  Smith,  12  Mo.  344;  Blrcher  v.  Watkins,  13  id.  021; 
Mosely  v.  Hunter,  15  id.  322;  see,  also,  Oowdery  v.  Ooit,  44  N.  Y. 
882;  4  Am.  ]Rep.  690. 

TBMcGary  v.  Hastlniprs,  30  Cal.  360;  2  Am.  Rep.  456;  see,  also. 
Sears  v.  Stinsoo,  3  Wash.  St.  615;  Price  v.  Deal,  dO  N.  O.  290;  Haiit»- 
man  v.  Hendricks,  44  Minn.  423. 

T6  Reese  v.  Smith,  12  Mo.  344. 
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not  erected  a  good  brick  house  on  the  lot,  to  be  occupied  as  a 
dwelling;  but,  on  the  contrary,  has  erected  upon  said  premises  a 
wooden  building,  to  be  used  as  a  slaughter-house. 

III.  That  the  defendant  thereby  has  prevented  other  lot*  in 
the  vicinity,  owned  by  the  plaintiif,  from  becoming  valuable  to 
tlie  plaintiif,  as  they  would  otherwise  have  become,  and  has  in- 
juriously affected  their  condition,  and  hindered  the  plaintiff 
from  selling  them;  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1280.  OoTenant  to  build  party  wall.  A  covenant  between 
A.  and  B.,  owners  of  adjoining  premises,  that  A.  may  build  a 
party  wall,  half  on  each  lot,  and  that  when  B.  uses  the  same  he 
shall  pay  half  its  cost,  is  personal,  and  does  not  pass  with  the 
land  to  A.'s  grantee.'^'' 

S  1800.  Covenant  to  remove  buildings.  A  covenant  entered 
into  between  owners  of  adjoining  city  lots,  for  themselves  and 
all  claiming  under  them,  to  the  effect  that  all  buildings  erected 
on  such  lots  shall  be  set  back  a  specified  distance  from  the  line 
of  the  street  on  which  the  lots  front,  is  a  covenant  which  equity 
will  enforce  between  the  parties  to  it,  in  favor  of  one  against 
the  other,  or  in  favor  of  one  against  any  subsequent  grantee 
of  either  lotJ®  Where  the  lessee  stipulates  to  surrender  the 
premises  at  the  end  of  the  term,  "reasonable  use  and  wear 
thereof,  and  damages  by  the  elements,  excepted,"  it  does  not 
authorize  the  tenant  to  remove  buildings  erected  by  him  on  the 
lot,  even  if  there  be  evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  to  that  effect.™ 

§  1201.  Special  damages.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  if  the  damages  do  not  neoeasarily 
arise  from  the  breach  complained  of,  so  as  to  be  implied  by  law, 
the  plaintiff  must  specify  in  his  declaration  the  particular  dam- 
age he  has  sustained,  or  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  give  evi- 
dence of  it.^ 

S  120S.  Stipulation  to  build.  Where  the  lessee  stipulated  to 
build  a  wharf,  but  specified  no  particular  time,  the  lessor,  before 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  could  have  no  legitimate  cause  of 

rr  Block  v.  Isham,  28  Tnd.  37;  92  Am.  Dec.  287. 
7«  Roberta  v.  TiCvy,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  311. 
T«  .Tniifferman  v.  Bovop,  19  Cal.  355. 
»  Bogert  V.  Burkhalter,  2  Barb.  525. 
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complaint.**^  if  the  lessee  covenants  to  build  on  tiie  demised 
premises  within  a  given  time^  the  covenant  is  not  a  continuing 
covenant^  and  if  he  fails  to  build,  the  receipt  of  rent  by  the 
lessor  accruing  after  the  end  of  the  time  given  is  a  waiver  of  the 
forfeiture.^ 

§  1293.  Oil  covenant  against  nolBances  —  by  gprantor  against 
grantee. 

Farm  No.  345. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  deed,  conveyed  to  the  de- 
fendant, for  a  valuable  consideration,  as  well  as  in*  consideration 
of  the  covenant  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  lot  of  land. 

II.  That  said  deed  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  grantee  therein,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
[copy  of  covenant  against  nuisances]. 

III.  That  said  deed  was  delivered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  by  the 
defendant  duly  accepted. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  erected,  and  suffered  and  per- 
mitted to  be  erected,  on  said  premises,  a  building  occupied  and 
used  as  a  slaughter-house. 

V.  That  the  offal  and  blood  in  and  carried  out  from  said 
slaughter-house,  and  the  offensive  smell  created  thereby,  is  a 
nuisance  to  the  vicinity  of  the  said  premises  and  to  the  plaintiff, 
whose  house  is  adjoining;  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  1294.  Alleged  nuisance.  In  such  an  action  it  must  be 
shown  what  the  alleged  nuisance  is,  and  how  it  has  injured  the 
complainant.®^ 

%  1295.  On  a  continuing  covenant  to  maintain  a  fence. 

Form  No.  346, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   1 ,  18 . . ,  the 

plaintiff  and  defendant  then  were  the  owners  of  lands  adjoin- 
ing, and  then  made  an  agreement  in  writing,  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  agreement]. 

w  Gbipman  v.  Emerlo,  .5  Oal.  49;  63  Am.  Dec.  80. 
MMcGlynn  v.  Moora  25  Oal.  384. 
as  Bogart  v.  Burkbalter,  2  Barb.  525. 
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II.  That  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  oonditioiia 
thereof  on  his  part. 

Hi.  That  the  defendant  did  not,  after  the  erection  of  said 
fence,  maintain  the  same  and  keep  it  in  continual  repair,  but 
on  the  contrary,  in  the  month  of ,  18. .,  he  suf- 
fered the  same  to  become  dilapidated  and  broken  down,  and  to 

remain  in  that  condition  from  that  time  until  the 

day  of < ,  18. . 

ly.  That  by  means  thereof  the  plaintiff  suffered  great*  damage 
by  the  injury  to  his  lands  and  crops  thereon,  and  his  garden 
and  fruit  trees,  by  cattle  coming  through  said  dilapidated  fence 
from  the  defendant's  land  upon  the  plaintiff^s  premises,  and 
that  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  repair  and  rebuild  said  fence, 
in  order  to  protect  his  land  from  the  damage  caused  by  said 

cattle;  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1896.  DamAg«8  on  former  suit.  Where  damages  have  been 
recovered  in  a  former  action  on  the  same  cause,  it  is  proper 
to  allege  that  fact,  and  that  damages  now  sued  for  accrued  since 
the  commencement  of  the  former  action.®* 

S  1207.  Lessor  against  lessee,  on  covenant  to  keep  premises  in 
repair. 

Form  No.  347, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of 1. . . .,  18. .,  by  a 

lease  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  the  plaintiff  leased 
to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  rented  from  the  plaintiff 

for  one  year  from  said  date,  at  a  monthly  rent  of 

dollars,  a  certain  dwelling-house  in ,  in  the  county 

of ,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

TI.  That  said  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the*  part  of  the 
defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  the  cove- 
nant]. 

TTI.  That  the  rlefendant  entered  upon  the  premises  and  occu- 
pied the  same  during  the  said  term  of  one  year,  under  said 
a^eement;  but  that  he  has  failed  to  koep  the  said  house*  and 
promises  in  good  repair:  but,  on  the  contrary  [state  injuries  to 

M  Beokwith  V.  Orlswold,  29  Barb.  291.  As*  to  the  rijrht  to  rerover 
flama^es  for  resulting  Injury  and  for  necessary  repairs  combined, 
sep  Beach  v.  Oraln,  2  N.  Y.  86;  49  Am.  Dec.  869. 
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premises] 9  and  the  house  and  the  premises  otherwise  injured 
by  reason  of  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  keep  them  in  good 

repair^  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[DsHAND  OF  Judgment.] 

§  1M8.  Asiigning  breach.  In  a  declaration  upon  an  agree- 
ment^ by  which  the  lessor  stipulated  to  let  a  farm,  from  Janu- 
ary 1,  1820;  to  remove  the  former  tenants,  and  that  the  lessee 
should  have  the  tenancy  and  occupation  of  the  farm  from  that 
day^  free  from  all  hindrance;  the  assignment  of  the  breacli  was 
that^  although  specially  requested  on  January  Ist,  the  defendant 
refused  and  neglected  to  turn  out  the  former  tenant,  who  was 
then^  or  had  been,  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  land, 
and  to  deliver  possession  thereof  to  the  plaintiff.  Such  allega- 
tion was  held  sufficient.^  To  aver  plaintiff^s  readiness  and 
offer,  BB  made  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  was  sufficient.  They 
need  not  be  averred  to  have  been  made  at  the  last  convenient 
hour  on  the  day.  Nor  need  they  be  averred  to  have  been  made 
on  the  land.®* 

S  1290.  Copy  of  covenant  The  entire  lease  need  not  be  set 
•out,  only  such  covenants  as  relate  to  the  breaches  assigned.^'' 
But  where  the  breach  assigned  relates  to  a  violation  of  the 
obligation  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant, 
state  the  hiring,  and  set  out  a  copy  of  the  lease.  The  facts  out 
of  which  the  duty  or  obligation  arose  ought  to  be  stated.^ 

§  1800.  Covenants  in  leases,  Interpretation  of.  A  covenant 
in  a  lease  to  be  renewed  indefinitely  is  in  effect  the  creation 
of  a  perpetuity,  and  is  against  the  policy  of  law.^  In  California 
leases  of  agricultural  lands  for  over  ten  years,  where  rent  of 
any  kind  is  reserved,  and  of  city  lots  for  over  twenty  years, 
are  void.®^  Where  a  lease  contains  a  covenant  against  assign- 
ment, and  the  restriction  is  once  removed,  it  operates  as  a  re- 
moval forever .•*     A  covenant  that  if  the  lessor  shall  sell  or 

w  Carroll  v.  Peake,  1  Pet.  18. 

87  Bandford  v.  Halsey,  2  Den.  235. 

8«Clty  of  Buffdlo  V.  HoUoway.  7  N.  Y.  408:  57  Am.  Dec.  560; 
Buffalo,  City  of,  v.  HoUoway,  14  Barb.  101;  Oongreve  v.  Mori?an» 
-4  Duer,  439:  Seymour  v.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  326;  S.  C,  71  Bug.  Ck>m. 
Lr.  326. 

89  Morrison  v.  Rosslgnel.  5  C&l.  65. 

90  civil  Code.  US  717,  718. 

«i  Chipman  v.  Emeric,  5  Cal.  49:  63  Am.  Dec.  80. 
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dispose  of  the  demised  premises^  the  lessee  is  to  be  entitled  to 
the  refusal  of  the  same^  is  a  covenant  running  with  the  land.®^ 
A  description  in  a  lease  as  '^a  certain  lot  of  land,  etc.,  to- 
gether with  the  improvements  thereon,  consisting  of  the  dwell- 
ing known  as  the  Hotel  de  France/^  is  not  an  implied  guaranty 
that  the  hotel  shall  remain  on  the  lot  during  the  term.**  A 
covenant  to  pay  rent  quarterly  is  not  a  debt  until  it  becomes 
due;  for  before  that  time  the  lessee  may  quit  with  the  consent 
of  the  lessor,  or  he  may  assign  his  term  with  his  consent,  or 
he  may  be  evicted  by  a  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  lessor.^ 
A  clause  in  a  lease  exempting  the  tenant  from  liability  to  re- 
store house  in  case  of  fire,  does  not  relieve  from  rent  in  case 
of  such  destruction.** 

*  

S  1801.  Damages  by  the  elements.  Those  acts  are  to  be  re- 
gaarded  as  the  acts  of  God  which  do  not  happen  through  human 
agency,  such  as  storms,  lightnings,  and  tempests.**  Damages 
"  by  the  elements  "  are  damages  by  the  act  of  fJod.*^ 

f  1302.  Exceptions  in  covenant  to  repair.  In  an  action  on  a 
covenant  in  a  lease  to  repair,  followed  by  an  exception  in  a 
distinct- clause,  the  complaint  need  not  notice  the  exception.** 

S  1802a.  Breach  of  covenant  to  pay  taxes.  In  an  action  by  a 
lessor  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  pay  taxes, 
it  is  not  essential  to  the  statement  of  a  cause  of  action  that  the 
complaint  should  specifically  allege  all  the  steps  necessary  to 
constitute  a  valid  assessment.  A  general  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint showing  that  the  demised  premises  were  assessed  for  state 
and  county  purposes,  and  the  amount  of  the  taxes  due  thereon, 
is  sufficient,  when  tested  by  a  general  demurrer.** 

••  Laffan  v.  Naglee,  9  Oal.  662;  70  Am.  Dec.  678. 

M  Bningier  v.  Manciet,  SO  (M.  624. 

wWood  V.  Partridge,  11  Mass.  488;  cited  In  People  v.  ArguelK 
S7  Oai.  524.  A  complaint  which  declares  on,  an  express  covenant 
to  pay  rent  need  not  allege  ownership  of  the  premises,  occupaiKT 
hy  the  defendant,  or  the  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  any  con- 
ditions except  such  as  are  required  by  the  contract  as  pleaded. 
Havemeyer  v.  Switzer,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  352. 

M  Beach  V.  Parish,  4  Cal.  339. 

wj  Polack  V.  Pioche,  35  Oal.  416;  95  Am.  Dec.  115. 

•7  Id. 

M  Trustees  of  New  Castle  Ck>mmon  v.  Stevenson,  I  Honst  (DeL> 
451. 

99  Ellis  ▼.  Bradbury,  75  Oal.  234. 
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§  1303.  Forfeiture.  If  the  landlord^  after  default^  accepts  the 
reBt>  he  thereby  waives  the  forfeiture^  and  can  not  afterwards 
insist  upon  it^  and  much  less  can  the  tenant  be  allowed  to  say 
that  he  is  discharged  from  his  covenants  by  his  own  default  in 
the  payment  of  rent.^^  In  relation  to  leases  for  years,  as  well  as 
those  for  life,  the  happening  of  the  cause  of  forfeiture  only 
renders  the  lease  void  as  to  the  lessee.  It  may  be  affirmed  as 
to  the  lessor,  and  then  the  rights  and  obligations  of  both  parties 
continue  without  regard  to  the  forfeiture.^®^  The  tenant  can 
not  insist  that  his  own  act  amounted  to  a  forfeiture.  If  he 
could,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  in  every  instance  of  an 
action  on  the  covenant  for  rent  brought  on  a  covenant  with  a 
proviso  of  forfeiture  of  nonperformance,  the  landlord  would  be 
defeated  by  the  tenant  showing  his  own  default  at  a  prior 
period.*^ 

f  1804.  Lease  ae  evideiLce.  In  California,  leases  for  more 
than  one  year  must  be  in  writing,  but  for  a  leas  term  a  verbal 
lease  is  pufficient.^^  In  New  York,  the  plaintiff  may  intro- 
duce in  evidence  a  lease  not  under  seal,  to  prove  that  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  existed,  and  what  was  the  rent  agreed 
upon.^^ 

§  1305.  Under-leaee.  One  who  takes  an  under-Ieaae  is 
bound  by  all  the  covenants  in  the  original  lease.^^  So  the  sale 
of  spirits  in  bottles  by  a  grocer,  is  a  breach  of  a  covenant  that 
premises  shall  not  be  used  ^'as  an  inn,  public  house,  or  tap- 
room, or  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors/^*^  An  under-lease 
of  a  whole  term  amounts  to  an  assignment.^^ 

100  Belloc  V.  Davis,  88  Cal.  250. 

lOT  Clarke  v.  Jones,  1  Den.  519;  43  Am.  Dec.  706;  Red©  v.  Parr, 
«  M.  &  S.  121;  Belloc  v.  Davis,  sttpra. 

103  Doe  dem.  Bryan  v.  Banks,  4  Bam.  &  Aid.  400;  cited  in  Belloc 
V.  Davis,  supra f  referring  also  to  Stuyvesant  v.  Davis,  9  Paige,  427: 
Oanfleld  v,  Westcott,  5  Cow.  270;  and  the  distinction  drawn  between 
these  cases  and  the  case  of  Hemp  v.  Garland,  4  Q.  B.  519;  3  6al<^ 
A  Davidson,  402;  45  Eng.  Oom.  L.  519;  see,  also,  vol.  2,  ''Landlord 
and  Tenant." 

108  Civil  Code.  «  1624. 

104  Williams  v.  Sherman,  7  Wend.  109. 
lOBFellden  v.  Slater,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  523. 
100  Id. 

107  Beardman  v.  Wilson,  L.  B.,  4  O.  P.  67. 

90 
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i  1806.  Void  lease,  xi  lease  for  two  years,  executed  by  the 
lessees  and  by  an  agent  of  the  lessors,  but  who  had  not  written 
authority  to  do  so  is  void.^^  Where  a  clause  of  renewal  in  a 
lease  discloses  no  certain  basis  for  ascertaining  the  rent  to  be 
paid,  such  clause  is  void  for  uncertainty.^^  So  a  covenant  *'  to 
let  the  lessor  have  what  land  he  and  his  brothers  might  want 
for  cultivation,^^  is  void  for  uncertainty.^^^ 

§  1807.  LeMoe  against  lessor,  for  not  keeping  premlMs  in. 
rspair. 

Form  No.  348, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of .,  18. .,  by  a 

lease  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  the  defendant  leased  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  rented  from  the  defendant,  the  premises  known  as 

No , street,  in ,  for 

months  from  that  date,  at  the  monthly  rent  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  said  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant, of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:  [Copy  of  covenant 
to  keep  in  repair.] 

ill.  That  the  plaintiff  entered  into  possession  of  said  prem- 
ises under  said  lease,  and  used  the  same  as  a  warehouse  for 
storing  various  articles  of  merchandise. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  failed  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair,  and  has  allowed  fstate  neglect  and  special  damage  caused 

thereby],  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

fi  1808.  General  covenant  to  repair.  If  the  embankment  of 
a  natural  reservoir,  which  is  filled  with  water  by  unusual  rain. 
is  broken  by  a  stranger,  so  that  the  demised  premises  are  injured 
by  the  water,  the  injury  is  not  the  act  of  God  or  of  the  element?, 
and  the  tenant  is  bound  to  repair,  even  if  damages  by  the  ele- 
ments or  acts  of  Providence  are  excepted  from  his  covenant.'** 
A  general  covenant  to  repair  is  binding  upon  the  tenant  under 

108  Folsom  V.  Perrln,  2  Cal.  00?^. 

10©  Morrison  v.  Rossi^el.  5  Cal.  fVJ. 

no  Phlpman  v.  Emerlo.  5  Cal.  49:  fiS  Am.  Dec,  80. 

.in  Polack  v.  Ploche,  35  Cal.  416;  95  Am.  Dec.  115. 
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all  circumstances,  even  if  the  injury  is  from  the  act  of  God  or  a 
stranger.*^^ 

I  1808.  Implied  obligation.  Defendant  entered  upon,  occu- 
pied^ and  paid  rent  for  premises  under  a  demise  for  a  term  of 
years,  made  on  behalf  of  a  corporation,  the  owners^  but  not 
j^ealed  with  the  corporate  seal.  By  this  agreement  defendant 
undertook  to  make  certain  repairs;  it  was  held  that  he  was 
bound  by  his  stipulation.  He  had  become  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  on  the  terms  of  the  demise  applicable  to  such  tefoancy."* 

• 
S  1810.  Joint  lessors.        Where  a  lease  was  made  by  several 

owners  of  a  house,  reserving  rent  to  each  one  in  proportion  to 
his  interest,  and  there  was  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee 
that  he  would  keep  the  premises  in  good  repair,  and  surrender 
them  in  like  repair,  this  covenant  was  joint  as  respects  the  les- 
sors, and  one  of  them  (or  two  representing  one  interest)  can 
not  maintain  an  action  for  the  breach  of  it  by  the  lessees.*^* 

I  1811.  Lessee  against  lessor ,  for  not  completing  building  ao- 
cording  to  agreement. 

Form  No.  S49' 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  & 

Co.,  and  the  defendants,  under  the  firm  name  of  C.  D.  &  Co., 
entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which  ajrreement  the 
following  is  a  copy  [^^pv  agreement  to  complete  unfinished  store, 
similar  to  adjoining  store]. 

IT.  That  after  the  making  of  said  agreement,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  the  defendants  delivered, 

and  the  plaintiffs  took  possession  of  said  building,  under  and 
in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  and  u])on  the  faith  and  as- 
surance of  the  defendants,  and  the  full  belief  thereof  that  the 
said  premises  were  finished  in  the  same  manner  as  the  adjoin- 
ing store,  and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  said  agreement. 

TTT.  That  the  said  premises  were  not  finished  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  store  adjoining  at  the  time  of  making  such  agree- 
ment, but,  on  the  contrary  [allege  specifically  the  difference]. 

ii2rolaok  V.  Piocho,  .^5  Cal.  410;  9.5  Am.  Dec.  115. 

113  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  v.  Merral,  1^.  R.,  4  Ezch.  162, 

114  Oalvert  v.  Bradley,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  580. 
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IV.  [Allege  special  damages]  >  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 


[Dbmand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1812.  For  breach  of  covenant  of  qniet  enJoyniMit  agminft 
landlord. 

Form  No.  3SQ. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of ,18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant,  by  deed  [or  lease  unftr  seal], 

let  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  rented  from  the  defendant, 

the  house  numbered , street, 

for  the  term  of  three  years,  covenanting  that  the  plaintiff  should 
quietly  enjoy  possession  thereof  for  the  said  term. 

II.  That  on,  etc.,  one  A.  B.,  who  was  the  lawful  owner  of  the 
said  house,  lawfully  evicted  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  still 
withholds  the  possession  thereof  from  him. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  prevented  from  continuing 
the  business  of  [merchandising]   at  the  said  place,  and  was 

compelled  to  expend dollars  in  moving,  and  lo?t 

the  custom  of  C.  D.,  E.  F.,  and  G.  H.,  and  divers  other  persons, 
by  such  removal. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1818.  CoTonant  defined.  The  breach  of  the  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  is  an  actual  disturbance  of  possession  by  reason 
of  some  adverse  right  existing  at  the  time  of  the  making  the 
covenant;***^  not  a  tortious  disturbance,  nor  a  lawful  disturbance 
by  an  adverse  right  subsequently  acquired.*^*  Where  a  leaj?e 
contains  an  express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  "  without 
molestation  or  disturbance  of  or  from  the  lessor,  his  succesM>r 
or  assigns,''  no  other  or  further  covenant  in  respect  to  enjoy- 
ment will  be  implied."''  Under  the  Civil  Code  of  California  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  against  all  persons  lawfully  claim- 
ing  the  same,  is  implied  in  all  letting  for  hire.*** 

11B2  GreenL  Ev.  239. 

ii«Greenby  v.  Wilcox.  2  Johns.  1;  3  Am.  Deo.  379;  GraiinlB  ▼. 
dark,  8  Oow.  36.  As  to  an  entry  by  the  Umdlord,  see  Sedfrwick  ▼. 
Hollenbaek.  7  Johns.  376. 

"7  Burr  V.  Stenton.  43  N.  Y.  462. 

lis  Gal.  Clvi]  Code,  f  1027;  also,  Edwards  v.  Perkins,  7  Oregf.  149. 
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I  1314.  Eviction.  Without  an  eviction  there  is  no  breach  of 
the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment;  but  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  eviction  should  be  by  process  of  law,  consequent  on  a  judg- 
nient.*^'  The  covenant  is  broken  whenever  there  has  been  an 
involuntary  loss  of  possession  by  reason  of  the  hostile  assertion 
of  an  irresistible  paramount  title.^*^ 

f  1815.  Hecessary  aTerments.  The  complaint  must  state  the 
particulars  as  to  the  person  or  persons  who  prevented  him  and 
by  what  right,  and  show  a  title  at  or  before  the  date  of  the  lease 
declared  on.^** 

fi  1810.  Sasponsibility  of  landlordB.  Upon  a  covenant  in  a 
lease  for  quiet  enjoyment,  the  lessor  is  responsible  only  for  hia 
own  acts  and  those  of  others  claiming  by  title  paramount  to  the 
lease.^^  In  such  a  covenant  no  set  formula  is  required.  Any 
language  which  expresses  the  intent  is  sufficient.*^ 

119  McGary  v.  Hastinjirs,  39  Oal.  360.  i 

i»  Id. 

121  GrannlB  v.  Olark.  8  Cow.  36. 

IB  Playter  v.  Cunningham,  21  Cal.  229. 

3»  Levltilqr  ▼.  Canning,  33  CaL  290. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

BKPLOYMBNT. 

S  1817.  Vor  brMush  of  contract  to  employ. 

Form  No,  351. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

III.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. .,  at 

y  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  mutually  agreed  that 

the  plaintiff  should  serve  the  defendant  [an  accountant] ,  and 
that  the  defendant  should  employ  the  plaintiff  as  such  for  the 
term  of  [one  year^  or  as  the  case  may  be],  and  pay  him  for  his 
services dollars  monthly  [or  as  the  case  may  be]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  entered  upon  the  service  of  the  defendant  under  said 
agreement^  and  has  ever  since  been,  and  stiU  is,  ready  and  will- 
ing to  continue  in  such  service. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  wrongfully  discharged  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  to 
permit  him  to  serve  as  aforesaid,  though  the  plaintiff  then  and 
there  offered  to  continue  in  said  service,  and  perform  said  agree- 
ment on  his  part,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1818.  Diacbairgo  of  employee.  Where  no  definite  period  of 
employment  is  agreed  upon  between  master  and  servant,  the 
master  has  a  right  to  discharge  the  servant  at  any  time,  and  to 
eject  him  by  force  if  he  refuses  to  leave  after  receiving  notice 
to  that  effect,  but  no  more  force  than  is  necessary.'  But  where 
a  contract  for  services  is  made  for  a  fixed  period,  if  the  em- 
ployer discharge  the  servant  without  good  cause,  the  servant 
may  recover  the  stipulated  wages.' 

1  De  Briar  v.  Mintum,  1  Oal.  460;  sea  also,  Greeobury  v.  Bart7t 
23  N.  Y.  8upp.  1009. 

a  Webster  v.  Wade,  19  Oal.  291;  79  Am.  Deo.  216;  La  Oouraier  v. 
BuBsell,  82  WiB.  265;  Llddell  v.  Chideater.  84  Ala.  508;  5  Am.  8t  Bep. 
387;  Ooz  v.  Bearden,  84  Ga.  304;  20  Am.  St  Bep.  369;  Mm-vh^—  v. 
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I  1310.  Entire  contract.  A  distinction  exists  between  con- 
tracts for  specific  work  and  contracts  for  the  hire  of  clerks, 
agents,  laborers,  domestic  servants,  etc.,  for  a  specified  period. 
In  the  latter,  if  the  person  employed  is  improperly  dismissed 
before  the  term  of  service  has  expired,  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  whole  term,  unless  the  defendant  cap  show,  by  way  of 
defense,  that  the  plaintiff  was  actually  engaged  in  other  profit- 
able service  during  the  term,  or  that  such  employment  was 
offered  to  him  and  rejected.*  A  contract  to  grade  a  section  of 
a  railroad  is  an  entire  contract,  and  a  condition  in  it  for  pay- 
ments from  time  to  time,  as  the  work  progresses,  does  not  make 
it  severable.*  If  the  contractor,  in  such  case,  is  prevented  by 
his  employer  from  completing  his  whole  contract,  he  is  justified 
in  abandoning  it,  and  may  recover  a  fair  compensation  for  the 
work  performed.*^ 

§  1820.  Measure  of  damagee.  The  increase  of  damages  is 
not  the  entire  contract  price,  but  a  just  recompense  for  the 
actual  injury  which  the  party  has  sustained.^ 

§  1321.  Offer  to  perform.  The  rejection  of  the  offer  to  per- 
form services  excuses  the  performance  as  a  condition  precedent 
but  does  not  release  the  plaintiff  from  the  obligation  to  perform 
so  long  as  he  insists  upon  the  agreement  When  the  plaintiff 
has  been  wrongfully  discharged,  this  averment,  coupled  with 
an  allegation  of  readiness  to  serve,  is  all  that  is  necessary.     Ho 

Markham,  110  N.  O.  356;  Mt  Hope  Oem.  Assoc,  v.  Weldenmann. 
139  111.  67.  But  in  some  jurisdictions  the  proper  remedy  of  an  em> 
ployee  wrongfully  discharged  la  an  action  for  damages  caused  by 
tho  wrongful  discharge.  James  v.  Allen  Cfeunty,  44  Ohio  St.  226; 
58  Am.  Rep.  821;  Weed  v.  Burt,  7  Daly,  267;  78  N.  Y.  191;  Bennett 
v.  Roofing  Co.,  23  Mo.  App.  587.  Under  the  ne*v  procedure  in 
Mississippi,  a  declaration  alleging  that  the  defendant  employed  the 
plaintiff  for  a  term  of  one  year,  at  specified  weekly  wages,  and. 
during  the  year,  without  his  fault,  he  was  discharged,  and  that 
the  defendant  owes  him  a  certain  sum  as  wages  for  the  rest  of 
the  term,  sufficiently  states  a  cause  of  action.  Glbson-Moore  Mapu- 
facturlng  Co.  v.  Meek,  71  Miss.  614. 

8  Costigan  V.  Mohawk  &  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Den.  609;  4^ 
Am.  Dec.  758;  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  p.  273:  §  261a. 

4  Cox  V.  W.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  47  Cal,  87. 

5  Id. 

6  Clark  V.  Marsiglia,  1  Den.  317;  43  Am.  Dec.  670. 
YCkioper  v.  Pena,  21  Cal.  403. 


§  1321  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  720 

need  not  aver  an  oiler  to  sen-e.**  For  if  any  one  is  bound  to  do 
A  thing,  he  must  either  do  it  or  offer  to  do  it,  and  if  no  objec- 
tions are  made,  he  must  show  that  he  made  a  tender  in  a  regu- 
lar manner;  but  this  i^  not  necessary  if  the  other  party  by  hia 
conduct  dispenses  with  a  tender,  as  by  a  previous  refusal  to 
accept.®  In  order  to  bring  a  case  within  section  1998  of  the 
California  Civil  Code,  providing  for  the  continuance  of  the 
employment  for  a  reasonable  time  in  certain  cases,  the  complaint 
must  state  facts,  and  not  mere  conclusions.  It  is  not  sufficient 
to  allege  in  terms  that  the  continuance  of  the  employment  was 
necessary,  and  that  the  time  was  reasonable.^^  A  complaint  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit 
of  two  hundred  dollars  for  work  and  labor  performed  by  him 
for  the  defendant  during  the  year  1888,  at  defendant's  request, 
for  which  work  and  labor  said  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  but  has  not  paid  said 
sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  held  to  state  a  sufficient  cause  of 
action,  although  subject  to  a  motion  to  make  more  definite  and 
certain.^^  A  complaint  or  petition  averring  a  contract  o£  em* 
ployment,  the  rendering  of  services  and  expenditure  of  moneys 
in  its  performance,  the  plaintiff's  wrongful  discharge  by  the 
<lefendant  and  the  value  of  his  services  and  expenditures,  less 
receipts,  is  held  to  state  a  cause  of  action  on  a  quantum  meruit 
and  not  one  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract. ^^  But  a  com- 
<omplaint  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  performed  certain  work 
for  the  defendant  under  a  contract  by  which  the  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  tlie  plaintiff  a  specified  sum  therefor,  and  that 
the  work  so  performed  was  reasonably  worth  such  sum,  states 
a  cause  of  action,  not  on  a  quantum  meruit,  but  on  a  contract 
to  pay  an  agreed  sum  for  the  work.  The  averment  of  value 
in  the  complaint  is  immaterial,  and  need  not  be  denied  by  the 
defendant.*' 

«Walli8  V.  Warren,  4  Exch.  364;  7  Dowl.  &  L.  fiO. 

J»  BlIfTht  V.  Ashley,  Pet.  C.  C.  15. 

loWelthoff  v.  Murray,  76  Cal.  508. 

H  Busta  v.  Wardall.  3  S.  Dak.  141:  and  to  same  effect  see  Small 
V.  Poffenbarger,  32  Neb.  234:  Farron  v.  Sherwood.  17  N.  Y.  227; 
Ourran  v.  Curran,  40  Ind.  473;  Tesaler  v.  Reed.  17  Neb.  105. 

12  Glover  v.  Henderson.  120  Mo.  367;  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  695:  compare 
Stokes  V.  Taylor,  104  N.  C.  394;  Puterbauph  v.  Puterbaugh,  7  Ind. 
App.  280. 

18  Melssner  v.  Brennan,  15  N.  T.  Supp.  671 ;  but  compare  Amertcaii 
Encanstlc  Tiling;  Co.  v.  Reich,  11  N.  T.  Supp.  776;  Ooets  y.  Van  An. 
12  Oiv.  Pro.  R.  104. 
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i  1822.  Bescission  of  contract.  If  the  servant  willfullj  desert 
the  employer's  sen- ice,  the  employer  is  not  bound  to  receive 
him  again,  and  he  can  not  recover  for  past  services. ^^  Plaintiff 
agreed  to  work  seven  months  for  defendant,  at  ten  dollars  per 
months  unless  one  or  the  other  should  become  dissatisfied.  He 
worked  six  months  and  a  half,  and  left,  alleging  that  he  had 
businefis  to  attend  to.  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover.^^ 

§  1323.  Tbe  Bajne  •— where  the  employment  never  took  efEect. 

Form  No.  S5^, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  last  form.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  offered  to  enter  upon  the  service 

of  the  defendant,  and  has  ever  since  been  ready  and  willing 
so  to  do. 

III.  That  the  defendant  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
enter  upon  such  services,  or  to  pay  him  for  his  serviceB,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1324.  For  breach  of  contract  to  serve. 

Form  No.  353. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  mutually  agreed  that 

the  plaintiff  should  employ  the  defendant  at  [a  monthly]  com- 
pensation of  dollars,  and  that  the  defendant 

should  serve  the  plaintiff  [as  bookkeeper]  for  the  term  of  [one 
year]. 

IT.  That  the  plaintiff  has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 

perform  his  part  of  the  said  agreement  [and  on  the  

day  of ,  18. .,  offered  so  to  do]. 

TIT.  That  the  defendant  refused  to  serve  the  plaintiff  as  afore- 
said, to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1325.  Age  of  apprentice.  The  master  of  an  apprentice  is 
•concluded  by  the  recital  in  the  indentures  of  the  age  of  the 

14  Faxon  r.  Mansfield.  2  Mass.  147;  Lantry  v.  Parka,  S  Oow.  68. 
1*  Monell  T.  Burns.  4  Den.  121. 
Vol.  T— 91 
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boy.^^  And  a-  stranger  to  the  indentures  can  not  take  advantage 
of  the  omission  to  insert  the  age  of  the  apprentice  in  the  in- 
dentures.*^ 

§  1826.  Assignment  of  indaiLtures.  A  mafiter  can  not  assign 
the  indentures  of  an  apprentice.*®  And,  therefore,  a  note  given 
for  such  an  assignment,  being  based  upon  a  void  contract,  can 
not  be  recovered.** 

I  1887.  Apinrentice's  wages.  The  master  is  entitled  to  his  ap> 
prentice's  wages  when  hired  by  another,  whether  the  person 
hiring  knew  or  not  that  he  was  an  apprentice.^  The  right 
of  the  master  to  the  earnings  of  the  apprentice,  in  the  way  of 
his  business,  or  of  any  other  business  which  is  substituted  for  it,, 
does  not  extend  to  his  extraordinary  earnings,  which  do  not  in- 
terfere with  the  profit  which  the  master  may  legitimately  derive- 
from  his  services.^ 

I  1828.  By  the  master,  against  the  father  of  appreatioew 

Form  No.  354- 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  one  A.  B.,  with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,. 

made  an  indenture  under  his  hand  and  seal,  a  copy  of  which 
is  hereto  annexed. 

II.  That  at  the  same  time  and  place,  the  defendant  entered 
into  an  agreement,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  a  copy  of  which  is 
also  hereto  annexed  [or  state  the  tenor  of  these  covenants]. 

III.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,. 

the  said  A.  B.  willfully  absented  himself  from  the  service  of  the 

plaintiff,  and  continues  so  to  do,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jtjdgmbnt.] 
[Annex  copy  of  indenture.] 

i«  McCatchin  v.  Jamieson,  1  Oranch  O.  C.  d4S. 
17  Heinecke  v.  RawllnRS,  4  Oranch  C.  C.  690. 
IS  Handy  v.  Brown,  1  Oranch  O.  C.  610. 
M  Walker  v.  Johnson,  2  Granch  C.  O.  208. 

ao  James  v.  T^  Roy,  6  Johns.  274;  Munsey  v.  Goodwin,  3  N.  H* 
272;  Oonant  v.  Ray4nond.  2  Aik.  248. 
21  MaM»  V.  The  "  Blaireau,"  2  Oranch,  240. 
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§  1829.  Breach,  how  alleged.  The  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant had  not  used  any  endeavors  to  have  the  apprentice  serve, 
and  refused  to  do  anything,  sufficiently  showed  a  breach.^ 

I  18d0.  Covenante.  The  usual  covenants  in  an  apprentice's 
indenture  are  independent,  and  the  plaintiff  need  not  avpr  per- 
formance on  his  part.^ 

§  1831.  Liability  of  parent.  That  the  father  of  an  appren- 
tice may  be  held  liable  upon  the  indenture,  by  reason  of  his 
signa.ture  and  seal,  although  there  are  no  express  words  of  cove- 
nant binding  him.^  If  a  son  remains  with  and  performs  ser- 
vices for  his  father  after  attaining  his  majority,  the  law  will 
not,  ordinarily,  imply  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  father  to 
pay  for  his  labor;  .but  if  the  circumstances  show  that  the  ex- 
pectation of  both  parties  was  that  he  should  be  compensated, 
the  promise  will  be  implied,  and  he  may  recover  a  quantum 
meruit.^ 

I  1888.  By  the  apprentice,  againet  the  master. 

Form  No.  355. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  entered  into  an  agreement  with 

the  plaintiff,  and  his  father,  Benjamin  Rider,  under  his  and  their 
hands  and  seals,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed. 

TI.  That  the  defendant  has  not  [instructed  the  plaintiff  in 

the  business  of  or  state  any  other  breach],  to 

his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  1888.  Bight  of  action.  An  apprentice  may  sue  a  master  for 
not  teaching  him  his  trade,  although  no  indentures  were  exe- 
cuted, the  master  having  taken  him  under  an  order  of  the 
court.** 

22  Van  Dom  v.  Yminjr,  1.3  Barb.  286. 
28  Phillips  V.  CUft.  4  Hurl.  &  Nor.  167. 

24  Woodrow  V.  Coleman,  1  Cranch  O.  C.  171. 

25  Frlermnth  v.  Friermuth,  46  Oal.  42. 

26  Adams  v.  Miller,  1  Oranch  O.  O.  5. 
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I  1834.  For  breach  of  contract  to  manufacture  goods. 

Form  No.  336. 

'  [Title.] 
The  plaintiff  coinplains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

^ ,  the  defendant  promised  and  agreed  with  the 

plaintiff  to  manufacture  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  four  hun- 
dred dozen  woolen  hose^  at  the  price  of dollars  for 

each  dozen,  for  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  pay  the  defendant 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  agreement  on  his  part. 

III.  The  defendant  did  manufacture  said  hose  under  said 
agreement,  but  manufactured  them  in  an  unskillful  and  unwork- 
manlike manner,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1835.  For  refusing  to  accept  manufactured  goods. 

Form  No.  357. 

[Title.] 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  contracted  with  the  plaintiff  to 

make  for  him  [describe  what],  and  agreed  to  pay  for  the  same, 
upon  delivery  thereof, dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  made  the  said  goods,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  offered  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 

defendant,  and  has  ever  since  been  ready  and  willing  to  deliver 
them,  and  has  otherwise  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  contract  on  his  part. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  accepted  or  paid  for  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Copy  of  contract.] 

I  1336.  On  a  promise  to  manufacture  raw  material  into 
merchantable  g^oods. 

Form  No.  358. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant 

[sides  of  leather],  of  the  value  of dollars,  to  he 

manufactured  into  [harness],  for  a  roasonable  compensation,  to 
he  paid  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff. 
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II.  That  the  defendant,  in  coisfiideration  thereof,  undertook 
to  manufacture  the  said  [harness],  or  caufie  it  to  be  manufac- 
tured from  the  [leather],  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff when  so  manufactured. 

III.  That  the  said  [leather]  was  so  manufactured  into  [har- 
ness] by  the  defendant  before  the day  of , 

18. .,  on  which  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  same  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  then  and  there  offered  to  pay  him  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  manufacturing  the  same. 

[Or,  III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  manufacture  said 
(leather)  into  (harness),  although  a  reasonable  time  therefor 
elapsed  before  this  action.] 

IV.  That  the  defendant,  then  and  ever  since,  refused  and 
neglected  to  deliver  the  same,  and  has  converted  them  to  his 
own  use. 

[Or,  IV.  That  the  defe^dant  manufactured  said  (leather)  in 
such  a  negligent  and  unskillful  manner,  that  the  said  (harness) 
was  of  no  value.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

A  complaint  alleging  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  sum  if  he  would  enter  their  service,  and  exert 
himself  in  putting  them  in  communication  with  the  manu- 
facturers of  certain  goods,  "so  that"  they  might  procure  the 
agencies  for  such  goods,  but  without  alleging  that,  by  virtue  of 
such  exertions,  the  defendants  did  in  fact  procure  the  said 
agencies,  is  fatally  defective.  Nor  is  the  defect  cured  by  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiff  was  merely  to  use  his  exertions,  as  this 
does  not  tend  to  proof  of  the  contract  alleged,  but  to  proof  of 
a  contract.*' 

97  Mnller  v.  Schumann,  19  N.  T.  Supp.  213. 


CHAPTEE  V. 

INDEMNITY. 

I  1837.  By  retiring  partner,  on  thm  ramidning  partner's 
promiM  to  indemnify  him  against  damage. 

Form  No.  SS9. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  being  partners  in 

trade  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  &  B.,  dissolved  the  said  part- 
nership, and  mutually  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  take  and 
keep  all  the  partnership  property,  pay  all  debts  of  the  firm, 
and  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  all  claims  that  might  be 
made  upon  him,  on  account  of  any  indebtedness  of  the  said 
firm. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
the  said  agreement  on  his  part. 

III.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  a 

judgment  was  recovered  against  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  by 

one  John  Doe,  in  the court  of  this  state,  upon  a 

debt  due  from  the  said  firm  to  the  said  Doe,  and  on  the 

day  of  ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  paid   

dollars  in  satisfaction  of  the  same. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff, nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1388.  Definition.  Indemnity  is  a  contract  by  which  one 
engages  to  save  another  from  a  legal  consequence  of  the  conduct 
of  one  of  the  parties,  or  of  some  other  person.^ 

I  1889.  Essential  avennente  —  damage  —  demand.  In  actions 
upon  an  ordinary  contract  to  indemnify  against  loss  or  damage, 

1  Oal.  Civil  Gode.  H  2772.  An  agreement  to  furnish  a  bond  of  fn- 
demnity  is  in  effect  an  agreement  to  indemnify,  and  may  be  sued 
upon  as  such,  if  the  bond  be  not  furnished  as  a^o'eed.  And  a  caus^ 
of  action  upon  an  agreement  to  indemnify  against  liability  arises 
vfhen  the  liability  is  incurred.    Showers  v.  Wadsworth.  81  Cal.  270. 
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tin;  plaintiil  must  aver  actual  damage;  and  if  he  has  paid  under 
a  judgment  this  should  be  stated,  with  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment^ the  court  in  which  it  was  rendered^  and  the  amount  of 
the  judgment;  while  on  an  agreement  to  save  from  liability, 
actual  damage  need  not  be  averred;^  but  consequential  dam- 
ages must  be  specially  alleged/^  Thus  in  an  action  on  a  bond  of 
indemnity,  the  plaintiff  must  set  out  wherein  he  has  been  damni- 
fied. A  general  averment  of  loss  is  insufficient.*  But  where 
defendant  agreed  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  loss'  on  a 
sale  of  stock,  on  demand,  an  action  for  the  deficiency  may  be 
maintained,  at  any  time  after  the  sale,  without  a  previous  de^ 
mand.*  So,  also,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  to  indemnify  the  plain- 
tiff against  damages  he  might  sustain  by  the  levy  of  an  attach- 
ment, the  plaintiff  alleged  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against 
plaintiff  for  damages  against  which  he  was  indemnified,  and  the 
payment  of  said  judgment.  The  averment  of  payment  was  ma- 
terial to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  for  the  amount  of  such  judg- 
ment.* The  averment  that  the  plaintiff  necessarily  incurred  ex- 
])ense8  is  equivalent  to  the  allegation  that  he  incurred  necessary 
expenses.''  And  the  complaint  must  show  how  and  in  what 
manner  these  necessary  expenses  were  incurred,  naming  the 
count  in  the  allegation.®  But  the  failure  to  make  auch  an  aver- 
ment is  not  fatal;  it  is  at  most  but  an  irregularity.® 

§  1340.  Attachment  •—  release  from.  Becovery  may  be  had 
on  a  bond  given  to  a  sheriff,  to  release  property  from  attachment, 
to  the  extent  of  the  penalty.*^    Such  bond  is  not  a  statutory 

2  McOee  v.  Roen,  4  Abb.  Pr.  8. 

•"^Swan's  PI.  381.  For  allegations  In  such  actions,  €fee  Allare  v. 
Ouland,  2  Johns.  Cas.  52;  Holmes  v.  Weed.  19  Barb.  128. 

*  Ooe  V.  Rankin.  5  McLean,  364;  see.  also,  Barr  v.  Ward,  36  Neb. 
90.5;  Bricker  v.  Stone,  47  Mo.  App.  530;  Davis  v.  Smith,  79  Me.  351; 
Bldridjce  v.  C?row.  7  N.  Y.  Misc.  R.  150. 

»  Halleck  v.  Moss.  22  Oal.  266. 

«  RouRsin  V.  Stewart,  33  Cal.  208. 

7  Glover  v.  Tuck,  1  HiU,  66. 

«  Patton  V.  Pooite,  1  Wend.  207.  The  allowance  of  counsel  fees 
upon  an  indemnity  bond  must  turn  upon  the  covenants  of  the  bond. 
If  the  bond  is  conditioned  to  pay  all  counsel  fees  incurred  in  con- 
stMiuence  of  the  lecral  enforcement  of  the  payment  of  the  penalty 
of  the  bond, .  attorney 's  fees  expended  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit 
on  the  bond  may  be  recovered.  Including  reasonable  attorney's  fees 
in  the  Sunremo  Court.     Tunstead  v.  Xlxdorf,  80  Cal.  647. 

9  Packard  v.  Hill,  7  Cow.  434. 

10  Palmer  v.  Vance.  13  Cal.  5ri3. 
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undertaking,  and  is  valid  at  common  law.  Execution  against 
the  judgment  debtor  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  suit  on  the 
bond,  and  any  mistake  in  the  recital  as  to  the  amount  for  which 
attachment  issued  may  be  explained  and  corrected  by  parol.^^ 
It  takes  effect  at  the  time  of  its  delivery.  ^^  Such  a  bond  is  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  who  may  sue  upon  it,  and  if  the 
sheriff  takes  a  sufficient  statutory  undertaking,  he  has  no  furtlier 
responsibility.^*  The  bond  given  to  release  property  attached, 
only  releases  it  from  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  is  not  an 
actual  substitution  of  security,  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  pro- 
ceed upon  the  bond  alone  to  collect  his  payment. ^^  An  indem- 
nity bond  to  the  sheriff  to  retain  property  seized  under  attach- 
ment, is  an  instrument  necessary  to  carry  the  power  to  sue  into 
effect.** 

I  1841.  Aflmintstrator's  bond.  Where  an  administrator  makes 
premature  payment  of  a  claim,  and  takes  a  bond  of  indemnity, 
such  a  bond  would  be  held  legal  and  binding.^® 

i  1842.  Executioxi,  seizure  under.  An  agreement  to  indem- 
nify a  sheriff  for  seizing  property  imder  execution  is  valid,  if 
the  parties  are  in  good  faith  seeking  to  enforce  a  legal  right  ^^ 

I  1848.  Conditions  precedent.  If  the  obUgors  undertake  to 
indemnify  the  sheriff  for  any  damage  by  reason  of  any  costs, 
suits,  judgments,  and  executions  that  shall  come  or  be  brought 
againat  him,  the  sheriff  can  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  bond 
because  judgment  has  been  rendered  against  him,  but  must  first 
pay  the  judgment*®  If  the  sheriff  is  indemnified  for  the  act 
alone,  and  suit  is  brought  against  him  and  judgment  recovered, 
the  sheriff  can  not  afterwards  have  judgment  on  the  indemnity 
bond  against  the  sureties  upon  five  days'  notice  unless  he  gave 
the  sureties  written  notice  of  the  action  brought  against  him.** 

II  Palmer  v.  Vance,  13  Cal.  553. 

IS  Buffendeau  v.  Brooks,  28  Oal.  641. 

13  Onriac  v.  Packard,  29  Cal.  194. 

14  Low  V.  Adama  6  Cal.  277. 

IB  Davidson  v.  Dallas,  8  Cal.  227. 
^     i«Oomstock  V.  Breed.  12  Cal.  289. 
IT  Stark  V.  Baney.  18  Cal.  022. 
18  Lott  V.  Mitchell,  32  Cal.  23. 

10  Dennis  v.  Packard,  28  Cal.  101;  sea  Oode  Civ.  Pro..  |  1066; 
Tunstead  v.  Nixdorf,  80  Cal.  647;  Oaks  v.  Scbeifferly,  74  id.  47& 
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S  1344.  Interpretation.  In  the  interpretation  of  a  contract 
of  indemnity  the  following  rules  are  to  be  apphed,  nnlesa  a 
contrary  intention  appears:  1.  Upon  an  indemnity  against  lia- 
bility expressly,  or  in  other  equivalent  terms,  the  person  in- 
demniiied  is  entitled  to  recover  upon  becoming  liable;  2,  Upon 
an  indemnity  against  claims,  or  demands,  or  damages,  or  costs, 
expressly,  or  in  other  equivalent  terms,  the  person  indemnified 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  without  payment  thereof;  3.  An  in- 
demnity against  claims  or  demands^  or  liability,  expressly,  or  in 
other  equivalent  terms,  embraces  the  costs  of  defense  against 
such  claims,  demands,  or  liability  incurred  in  good  faith,  and 
in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion;  4.  The  person  in- 
demnifying is  bound,  on  request  of  the  person  indemnified,  to 
defend  actions  or  proceedings  brought  against  the  latter  in 
respect  to  the  matters  embraced  by  the  indemnity,  but  the  per- 
son indemnified  has  the  right  to  conduct  such  defense  if  he 
chooses  to  do  so;  5.  If,  after  request,  the  person  indemnifying 
neglects  to  defend  the  person  indemnified,  a  recovery  against 
the  latter,  suffered  by  him  in  good  faith,  is  conclusive  in  his 
favor  against  the  former;  6.  If  the  person  indemnifying,  whether 
ho  is  a  principal  or  surety  in  the  agreement,  has  not  reasonable 
notice  of  the  action  or  proceeding  against  the  person  indemni- 
fied, or  is  not  allowed  to  control  its  defense,  judgment  against 
the  latter  is  only  presumptive  evidence  against  the  former;  7. 
A  stipulation  that  a  judgment  against  the  person  indemnified 

shall  be  conclusive  upon  the  person  indemnifying,  is  inap- 
plicable, if  he  had  a  good  defense  upon  the  merits,  which  by 
want  of  ordinary  care  he  failed  to  establish  in  the  action.^  An 
indemnity  against  the  acts  of  a  certain  person  applies  also  to 
those  of  his  agent.^ 

§  1345.  Injunction.  A  bond  of  indemnity,  executed  in  pur- 
suance of  articles  of  agreement,  may  in  equity  be  restrained  so 
08  to  conform  to  those  articles.  But  a  Aparture  from  the  ar- 
ticles must  be  clearly  shown.^  Thus,  under  an  agreement  to  in- 
demnify a  retiring  partner  asrainst  demand  upon  the  concern, 
and  a  bond  of  indemnity  reciting  that  it  was  agreed  to  indeni- 

20  Oal.  Civil  Code.  §  2778. 

21  Id.,  S  2775.  See,  also,  as  to  oontracta  of  indemnity  and  rules 
in  refeirenoe  thereto.  Theobald's  Principal  &  Rnretv:  Chittv.  Jr.. 
Cont  (5th  Am.  ed.)  56:  Stone  v.  Hooker,  9  Cow.  1.54:  Whitaker  v. 
Smith,  4  Pick.  8.^:  Chare.  AdmV.  etc.  v.  Hinman,  8  Wend.  462. 

23  Finley  v.  Lynn.  6  Cranch,  288. 
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uiiy  against  debts,  including  those  due  from  others  which  had 
been  assumed,  it  was  held  that  the  bond  might  be  enforced.** 

I  1346.  Joint  and  several  liability.  One  who  indemnifies 
another  against  an  act  to  be  done  by  the  latter,  is  liable  jointly 
with  the  person  indemnified,  and  separately  to  every  person 
injured  by  such  act.^ 

S  1347.  Liability  of  Buroties.  Where  the  sheriff,  under  a 
writ  of  attachment,  is  about  to  levy  upon  the  property  of  a  firm, 
and  a  bond  is  executed  by  third  parties  as  sureties,  conditioned 
to  keep  harmless  end  indemnify  the  sheriff  against  all  damages 
and  expense  he  may  be  put  to  by  reason  of  the  nonseizure  of 
the  property,  and  "  to  pay  whatever  judgment  may  be  rendered 
a^^ainst  said  defendants; "  and  judgment  was  obtained  against 
one  only  of  the  defendants  —  plaintiffs  failing  on  the  trial  to 
prove  the  other  to  be  a  partner  —  the  sureties  are  liable  on  the 
bond  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment;  that  the  bond,  though 
not  strictly  an  undertaking  under  the  statute,  conforms  sub- 
stantially to  its  requirements,  and  must  be  read  by  the  light  of 
the  statute,  and  interpreted  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties.*  Such  bond  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  executed 
with  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute;  and  will  be  held 
such  a  security,  and  the  fact  that  judgment  was  obtained  against 
one  only  of  the  defendants,  satisfies  the  condition  to  "  pay  what- 
ever judgment  may  be  rendered  against  said  defendants.'** 

I  1348.  Liability,  discharge  from.  Whenever  the  liability 
of  the  sureties  is  fixed  by  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  sureties  have  a  right  to  tender  the  plaintiff 
the  full  amount  of  the  judgment,  and  if  he  refuses  to  receive 
the  same,  the  sureties  are  discharged  from  their  obligation 
on  the  undertaking.^  Such  tender  is  equivalent  to  payment  or 
release  by  said  plaintiff.  The  sureties  are  like\vise  discharged 
where  the  principal  tenders  to  the  plaintiff  the  full  amount  of 
liis  debt  and  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  recelTe  the 
tender.* 

23  Finloy  v.  Lynn,  G  Cranch,  238. 

24  Cal.  Civil  Code,  S  2777. 

2B  Heynemann  v.  Eder,  17  Cal.  438. 

2eid. 

27  Hayes  v.  Josephl,  26  Cal.  535. 

M  Curiae  V.  Packard,  29  Cal.  194. 
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§  1349.  Notice  to  sureties.  If  an  action  be  brought  againflt 
a  sheriff  for  an  act  done  by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  he  give 
written  notice  thereof  to  the  sureties  on  his  bond  of  indemnity 
received  by  him,  the  judgment  recovered  therein  shall  be  con- 
clusive evidence  of  his  right  to  recover  against  such  sureties; 
and  the  court  or  judge  in  vacation  may,  on  motion,  upon  notice 
of  five  days,  order  judgment  to  be  entered  up  against  them  for 
the  amount  so  recovered,  including  costs.^  The  provision  of 
the  Practice  Act  is  founded  upon  the  principle  that  the  action, 
under  such  circumstances,  is  in  substance  against  the  indemni- 
Her,  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  he  has  in  that  action  an 
opportunity  to  make  any  defense  that  may  exist.^  Where, 
therefore,  the  indemnifier  has  been  so  notified,  he  can  not  main- 
tain a  bill  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  judgment  obtained  therein, 
except  under  such  conditions  as  would  have  enabled  him  to 
maintain  it,  had  he  been  the  nominal  as  well  as  real  party  de- 
fendant to  the  first  action.^^ 

i  1350.  Bemedy.  When  an  indemnity  bond  is  given  to  a 
sheriff  to  hold  him  harmless,  his  remedy  at  law  on  the  bond  is 
clear  for  the  amount  of  any  such  judgment,  whether  he  be  sol- 
vent or  not,  or  whether  his  official  sureties  could  be  held  or  not.'^^ 

§  1851.  Sale  under  execution.  A  bond  given  to  a  sheriff  to 
indemnify  him  for  any  loss  or  damage  he  may  sustain  by  selling 
property  levied  on  by  him,  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  in  Vio- 
lation of  an  order  enjoining  its  sale,  is  void,  because  an  un- 
lawful contract." 

I  1852.  Trespass.  An  agreement  to  indemnify  a  party  for 
a  willful  trespass  about  to  be  committed,  is  void,  as  against  pub- 
lic policy.** 

i  1858.  Void  contract.  An  agreement  to  indemnify  a  per- 
pon  against  an  act  thereafter  to  be  done,  is  void,  if  the  act  be 
known  by  such  person,  at  the  time  of  doing  it,  to  be  unlawful." 
"Rut  an  agreement  to  indemnify  against  an  act  already  done,  is 

»  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  f  105.5;  pop  Tunstead  v.  Nixdorf.  80  Cal.  647. 

aODutll  V.  Pachero,  21  Cal.  4.^:  82  Am.  Dec.  749. 

M  Id. 

« White  V.  Fratt.  1.H  Oal.  .521. 

M  BufTendean  v.  Brooks,  28  Oal.  641. 

M  Stark  V.  Baney,  18  Oal.  622. 

»  dvll  Code,  S  2773.     . 
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Talid,  even  though  the  act  was  known  to  be  wrongful,  unlesB  it 
was  a  felony.®* 

I  1854.  Against    siireties    in   partner's    bond    of    indomiity 
against  liability. 

Form  No,  360. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.  were  copartners  in  business  as  merchants, 

in  the  city  of ,  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  & 

Co.,  and  thereafter  on  the  same  day  they  dissolved  their  con- 
nection as  such  copartners,  and  thereupon  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment in  writing,  of  said  date,  duly  executed  and  signed  by  them 
respectively,  whereby  it  was,  among  other  things,  mutually 
agreed  that  the  said  A.  B.  should  retain  and  keep  to  his  sole  and 
separate  use  all  and  singular  the  partnership  property  of  every 
name  and  character  whether  in  action  or  possession,  and  where- 
soever situated;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  that  he  should 
pay  and  discharge  the  debts  so  due  by  the  said  firm,  to  the  ex- 
tent of dollars,  from  his  own  individual  resources^ 

and  to  the  like  extent  hold  the  plaintiff  harmless  and  indemni- 
fied, of  and  from  aad  by  reason  of  any  and  all  claims  or  liabilities 
due  by  said  firm,  a  copy  of  which  agreement  is  hereto  annexed 
as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked  "  Exhibit  A." 

n.  That  the  defendants,  in  consideration  of  said  agreement 
between  said  A.  B.  and  the  plaintiff,  and  of  one  dollar  to  each 
of  them  then  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  entered  into  an  agreement 
executed  and  signed  by  them  respectively,  a  copy  whereof  is 
annexed  hereto  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  and  marked  "Ex- 
hibit B/'  whereby  they  severally  undertook  and  bound  them- 
selves to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  faithful  performance  by  the  said 
A.  B.  of  the  covenants  in  said  agreement,  to  be  kept  and  per- 
formed on  said  A.  B.'s  part. 

ITT.  That  said  A.  B..  under  his  said  agreement  with  the  plain- 
tiff, retained  and  kept  to  his  sole  and  separate  use  all  the  part- 
nership property  of  the  firm;  but  has  not,  pursuant  thereto,  paid 
and  discharged  the  debts  due  by  said  firm  to  the  extent  afore- 
said; and  has  failed  to  hold  this  plaintiff  harmless  and  indemni- 
fied to  the  like  extent,  of  and  from  and  by  reason  of  any  claims 
or  liabilities  due  bv  the  said  firm. 

86  Civil  Code,  I  2774. 
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IV.  That  at  tlie  time  ol"  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
and  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  aforesaid^  the  said  firm  waa 

indebted  to  the  firm  of  R.  &  Co.,  of ,  for  merchandise 

sold  and  delivered,  in  the  sum  of dollars,  which 

waa  then  due  and  payable;  which  indebtedness  formed  a  part 
of  the dollars,  debts  of  A.  B.  &  Co.,  and  was  in- 
cluded among  such  debts,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  A.  B.,  under 
his  agreement  aforesaid  with  the  plaintiff;  but  the  said  A.  B., 
alth($ugh  requested,  would  not  pay  B.  &  Co.  their  said  demand 
or  any  part  thereof. 

V.  That  on  the day  of last,  an  ac- 
tion was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  [state  the  court],  to 
recover  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  agreement,  from 
the  said  A.  B.,  the  said  amount,  with  interest,  then  due  by  the 
said  A.  B.  &  Co.  to  the  said  firm  of  R.  &  Co.,  amounting  to 
• dollars,  and  interest  thereon;  and  such  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  had  that  on  the day  of , 

18..,  judgment  was  rendered  in  such  action  in  favor  of  the 

plaintiff  against  the  said  A.  B.  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  including  costs;  upon  which  judgment  execution  waa 
at  once  issued  against  the  said  A.  B.  and  returned  wholly  un- 
satisfied. 

VI.  That  the  plaintiff  has  paid   dollars,  the 

amount  of  said  judgment,  and  other  necessary  costs,  disburse- 
ments, and  attomey^s  fees  therein,  amounting  to 

dollars. 

VTT.  That  he  has  demanded  from  the  defendants  payment  of 
the  said  amounts,  but  they  have  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copies  of  agreements  marked  Exhibits  "A"  and  "  B."] 

§  1355.  Notice  of  debt.  That  the  defendants  had  notice 
of  the  debt  need  not  be  alleged,  as  it  is  matter  which  lies  prop- 
erly in  the  knowledge  of  the  dofondant,  especially  if  it  is  averred 
that  the  books  and  papers  of  the  firm  were  transferred  to  the 
defendants.*' 

§  1866.  Partnership  indemnity.  Where  a  partner,  in  retir- 
ing, covenants  to  indemnify  his  successors  against  all  liabilities 
connected  with  the  business  in  which  the  parties  had  before  been 
engaged,  the  covenant  did  not  apply  to  the  liabilities  incurred 

W  Olough  V.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  4©9. 
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by  the  plaintiff  while  he  carried  on  the  business  on  his  own 
account.*^ 

I  1857.  Surety  against  principal,  for  indamnity  againat  lia- 
bility as  surety. 

Form  No,  361. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  become 

surety  for  him,  by  executing  an  undertaking,  of  which  a  copy  is 
annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked  "'  Exhibit  A/' 
agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  indemnify  him,  and 
save  him  harmless  from  and  against  all  damages,  costs,  and 
charges  which  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  his  becoming 
surety  as  aforesaid. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  such  promise  of  the  de- 
fendant, executed  and  delivered  such  undertaking. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  and 
save  him  harmless  from  such  damages,  costs  and  charges;  but,, 

on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff,  under  a  judgment,  on  the 

day  of J 18. . ,  rendered  against  him  by  the 

court,  at ,  in  an  action  brought  against  him  upon 

said  undertaking,  paid,  on  the i. .  day  of y, 

dollars  to ,  in  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  said  undertaking,  and  also  necessary  costs  and  ex- 
penses in  said  action  and  on  account  of  said  undertaking,  to  the 
amount  of dollars. 

IV.  That  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  said  agree- 
ment on  his  part. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  undertaking,  marked  "  Exhibit  A."] 

§  1858.  Bight  of  surety.  Where  Jones,  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  Smith,  indorses  a  note  to  Stiles,  and  Smith  delivera 
an  article  of  property  to  Jones  to  indemnify  him  against  his 
liability  on  the  indorsement,  Stiles  can  in  equity  avail  himself 
of  the  security  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  note.  Jones  merely 
seeks  to  indemnify  himself;  he  is  not  to  make  profit  out  of  the 
itidorsement.    He  is  personally  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt» 

38  Haskell  ▼.  Moore,  29  GaL  487. 
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whether  he  receives  anything  ironi  the  principal  or  not,  and  it 
is  his  duty  to  pay  it;  and  as  Jones  holds  property  in  his  hands, 
belonging  to  his  principal,  expressly  for  his  indemnity,  if  it  is 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  both  the  duty  of  himself 
and  his  principal  is  discharged,  and  the  indemnity  at  the  same 
time  satisfied.^ 

I  1359.  When  indemnitor  a  surety.  Where  one,  at  the  re- 
quest of  another,  engages  to  answer  in  damages,  whether  liqui- 
dated or  unliquidated,  for  any  violation  of  duty  on  the  part 
of  the  latter,  he  is  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  a  8urety>  for  whatever  he  may  pay.*^ 

I  1360.  Subtenant  against  his  immediate  lessor. 

Form  No.  362. 

[Title.]         > 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
held  certain  premises  [describe  them],  as  tenant  thereof  to  one 

A.  B.,  at  a  monthly  rent  of dollars,  payable  by 

the  defendant  to  said  A.  B.  on  the  [state  time  of  payment]. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  in 

consideration  that  the  plaintiff  then  became  the  tenant  to  the 

defendant  of  said  premises,  at  a  monthly  rent  of 

dollars,  payable  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  gave  to 
the  plaintiff  an  agreement  to  indemnify  him,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing 18  a  copy  [copy  agreement]. 

III.  That  the  defendant,  contrary  to  his  agreement,  failed 

to  pay  the  rent  for  the  month  of  ,  which  was 

during  the  tenancy  of  the  plaintiff  under  said  agreement. 

»  Van  Orden  v.  Dunham,  35  Oal.  145.  As  to  the  right  to  recover 
ooBts  paid  and  incurred  by  the  surety,  see  Chit.,  Jr.,  Cont  (5th  Am. 
ed.)  504;  Davenport  v.  Ferris,  6  .Tohns.  131:  Bell  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet. 
350;  Hamilton  v.  Sohofield,  17  Eng.  Com.  L.  457;  Jones  v.  Brooke^ 
4  Taunt.  404;  Stracy  v.  Banlc  of  England.  19  Eng.  Com.  L.  338: 
Hubbly  V.  Brown,  16  .Tohns.  70;  Fulton  Bank  v.  Stafford,  2  Wend. 
484;  Bveringham  v.  Langton,  2  McOord,  150.  The  claim  of  a  surety 
to  compel  his  principal  to  discharge  the  liability,  although  the 
surety  has  not  yet  actually  paid  anything,  Is  available  under  code 
procedure  as  an  equitable  defense  to  an  action  by  the  principal  or 
one  standing  in  his  shoes  on  an  independent  cause  of  action,  on 
which  the  surety  is  indebted  to  the  principal.  Mack  v.  Kitsell,  20 
Abb.  N.  C.  293. 

46  Oal.  Civil  Code,  §  2779. 
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IV.  That  by  rea^son  tliereof,  said  A.  B.,  on  the day 

of ,  18. .,  in  the court,  commenced 

proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  said  premises,  which  were 
then  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  under  said  agreement,  for  the 
nonpayment  of  said  rent;  and  thereby  the  plaintiff,  cm  the 

day  of   ,  18..,  at   ,  was 

compelled  to  pay  to  said  A.  B.,  to  the  use  of  the  defendant,  the 

gum  of dollars,  the  amount  of  said  rent,  together 

with dollars,  the  costs,  disbursements,  and  attor- 
ney's fees  therein. 

V.  That  he  has  demanded  from  the  defendant  payment  of  the 
*   said  amounts,  hut  he  has  not  paid  the  same.   . 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1361.  Consequential  damages.     To    recover    consequential 
damages  or  costs,  the  averment  must  be  speoial. 

I  1362.  Eylction  by  wrongdoer.    If  a  tenant  is  evicted  by  a 
wrongdoer,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  indemnify  him.** 

I  1363.  On  agreement  of  indemnity  to  plaintiff  for  defending 
action  for  surrender  of  property. 

Form  No.  363. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18 .  •, 

one  A.  B.  deposited  with  the  plaintiff dollars. 

II.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

18..,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  delivered 
to  him  the  said  sum  of  money  so  deposited  by  A.  B.,  which 
money  the  defendant  claimed:  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
know  to  whom  the  same  belonged. 

III.  That  afterwards,  on  the  said day  of , 

18. .,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  acrrecd  with 
the  defendant  that  he  would  defend  any  action  which  the  said 
A.  B.  should  commence  against  him  for  the  said  money:  and 
the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  then  promised 
the  plaintiff  to  indemnify  and  save  him  harmless  from  the  con- 
sequences of  such  an  action. 

TV.  That  the  said  A.  B.,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  commenced  an  action  asrainst  the  plaintiff  in  the  [state  the 
court],  for  the  reooverv  of  the  said  sum  of  money,  of  which  the 
defendant  then  had  notice. 

41  SchlUing  v.  Holmes.  2r^  Cpl.  2'JT. 
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V.  That  the  plaintiff,  with  the  privity  of  the  defeadant,  and 
to  the  best  of  his  ability,  defended  the  said  action;  but  the  said 

A.  B.,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  a  Greneral 

Term  of  said  court,  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in 

said  action,  to  the  amount  of dollars;  and,  after- 

wards,  an  execution  was  issued,  upon  the  said  judgment,  against 

the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  who,  on  the day  of 

,  18 . . ,  paid  the  said  sum  of  dol- 
lars, and  also  the  sum  of dollars,  for  officers'  fees, 

and  other  expenses  upon  the  said  writ.  And  the  plaintiff  was 
also,  by  means  of  the  premises,  compelled  to  pay  other  charges 
and  expenses,  for  costs  and  disbursements  and  counsel  fees, 

amounting  to  the  sum  of dollars,  in  defending  the 

said  action. 

VI.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]    • 

I  1864.  Voluntary  payment.  Undfer  a  bond  conditioned  to 
indemnify  the  obHgee  against  being  compelled  by  law  to  pay  a 
second  time  a  sum  claimed  and  paid  to  the  obligor,  if  the  obligee 
is  subsequently  sued  by  two  other  persons  separately  claiming 
the  same  sum,  and  interpleads  such  plaintiffs  by  suit  in  chan- 
cery, and  by  leave  obtained  pays  the  money  into  court,  this  is 
not  a  breach  of  the  bond,  for  it  is  a  voluntary  payment.** 

42  Massey  v.  Schott,  Pet.  C.  a  122L 

Vol.  1—93 


CHAPTEE  VI. 

PBOUISE  OF  MABRIAQB. 

I  1866.  For  refusal  to  marry. 

Form  No.  364. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  heretofore,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  being  then 

sole  and  unmarried,  at  the  request  of  the  said  defendant,  had 
then  promised  the  said  defendoat  to  marry  him,  the  said  defend- 
ant>  on  request,  the  defendant  promised  to  marry  the  plaintiff 
within  a  reasonable  time  {or  if  a  time  certain  was  agreed  upon^ 
state  the  time]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  said  promise,  has  always 
since  remained  and  contyiued,  and  still  is,  sole  and  unmarried, 
and  has  been  for  and  during  the  time  aforesaid,  and  m>w  is^ 
ready  and  willing  to  marry  the  defendant. 

III.  That  the  defendant  refuses  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though a  reasonable  time  elapsed  before  this  action  [or  although 

she,  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  requested  him 

so  to  do]  to  her  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  1366.  When  action  lies  —  necessaiy  avermenti.  Marriage  i» 
a  consideration  as  valuable  as  money,  if  bona  Hde}  And  the 
action  on  the  promise  to  marry  is  sustainable  only  when  the- 
contract  is  mutual.^  And  thotgh  one  of  the  parties  be  an  in- 
fant, the  contract  is  binding  on  the  other.'  But  an  executor 
can  not  sue.^    A  man  may  maintain  an  action  for  breach  of 

1  Maffnlac  r.  Thompfloo,  1  Baldw.  344. 

3 1  Roll.  Abr.  2215;  Wells  y.  Padgett,  8  Barb.  82S;  Adads  t.  Byerty, 
123  Ind.  368. 

3  Holt  T.  Olareucleux,  2  Stra.  937;  Bac.  Abr.,  Infant;  Wlllard  v. 
Stone,  7  Odw.  22;  17  Am.  Dec.  496;  see  Leichtweiss  v.  Treskow,  21 
Hun,  487;  Frost  v.  Voiight,  37  Mich.  65. 

4  ChamberlniD,  Adm'r.  etc.  v.  WUllamson,  2  M.  &  8.  406.  Nor 
will  an  action  He  a^rainst  the  personal  rppresentatlTe  of  the 
promisor.    Grubb  y.  Suit,  32  Gratt.  203;  34  ioL  Bep.  768. 
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promise  to  marry .^  But  aa  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  will  not  be  made  to  survive  by  proof  that  the  promisee 
had  a  child,  bom  out  of  wedlock,  now  livings  and  that  the  de- 
fendant is  the  father  of  said  child.*  Deceit  and  injury  are 
presumed  from  the  breach,  and  need  not  be  alleged  J  Where  Uie 
promise  is  special,  as  "  after  the  death  of  the  defendant's  father,"* 
it  should  be  so  declared  on,  with  proper  averments.**  But  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  time  of  marriage  should  be  specified.^ 
But  if  the  promise  was  to  marry  on  a  particular  day,  it  should 
be  so  stated.^^ 

I  1367.  Evidence  of  promise.  Positive  proof  of  request  and 
refusal  is  never  required;  but  they  may  be  inferred  from  circum- 
stances, and  the  request  may  be  made  by  the  father  or  other 
friend,  whose  authority  may  be  inferred  from  existing  relations.*^ 
The  plaintiff  must,  however,  aver  a  special  request  or  an  offer 
to  perform.  A  bare  allegation  of  readiness  and  willingness 
is  not  sufiicient.^^  In  an  action  for  bteach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage, tlie  declaration  of  the  defendant  that  he  would  make  a 
good  home  for  the  plaintiff,  made  at  the  time,  and  as  part  of 
his  conversations  with  the  plaintiff,  which  are  declared  on  as 
establishing  the  promise  of  marriage,  are  admissible  in  connec- 
tion with  the  other  conversations,  as  tending  to  prove  the 
contract.** 

I  1368.  Promise,  when  void.  An  agreement  by  a  man  to 
marry  when  a  divorce  should  be  decreed  between  himself  and 
his  wife  in  a  suit  then  pending,  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 

B  Harrison  v.  Gage,  1  Ld.  Raym.  886. 
«  Hovey  v.  Page,  56  Me.  142. 

7  Leopold  V.  Poppenheimer,  3  Ck)de  R.  30. 

8  2  Peake,  108;  2  Chit  on  Gont.  (11th  Am.  ed.)  701. 
•  Carth.  467. 

10  Hoppe  V.  Symonds,  2  Ohlt.  824;  see  Phillips  v.  Crutchley,  7  Id. 
409;  The  King  v.  Woodf,  1  M.  &  P.  239.  A  positive  refusal  to 
marry  Is  such  a  breach  of  the  contract  as  will  sustain  an  action 
although  made  before  the  time  fixed  for  performance.  Kennedy 
T.  Rogers,  2  Kan.  App.  764. 

«  Prescott  V.  Guyler,  82  111.  312;  Hotchkins  v.  Hodge.  38  Barb. 
117;  Cole  v.  HoUlday,  4  Mo.  App.  94;  Adams  v.  Byerly,  123  Ind, 
868. 

13  Martin  t.  Patton,  1  Littell  (Ky.).  284;  Greenup  v.  Stoker,  3 
Ollm.  212. 

i»  Button  v.  McCauley,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  29. 
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\oid.^''  JS'o  action  can  be  maintained  for  a  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  made  in  consideration  of  illicit  sexual  intercourse  hen 
tween  the  parties.^*^ 

S  1809.  Promise  after  seduction  A  promise  of  marriage 
made  after  seduction  has  been  effected,  and  in  consequence 
thereof,  is  not  thereby  rendered  invalid.  It  is  not  liable  to  the 
objection  that  it  encourages  immorality,  because  the  wrong  has 
been  already  perpetrated;^®  and  where  a  seduction  is  accom- 
plished by  means  of  a  promise  of  marriage  on  the  part  of  the 
seducer,  a  consent  of  the  female  to  marry  the  seducer,  amount- 
ing to  a  mutual  promise  on  her  part  to  marry,  may  be  implied.*^ 

§  1370.  Damages.  Damages  for  pecuniary  loss  may  be  re- 
covered, as  for  loss  of  time  in  preparing  for  marriage;^*  as 
well  as  for  suffering  and  injury  to  prospects  in  life;'®  and  se- 
duction will  aggravate  the  breach.^  Special  damages  for  im- 
paired health  may  be  alleged  and  proved,  if  resulting  from  the 
breach.^^  Whatever  damages  the  plaintiff  may  have  suffered 
in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  refusal  to  marry  her,  she 
is  legitimately  entitled  to  recover;  and  these  damages  are  to  be 
estimated  from  the  circumstances  of  the  parties,  and  the  situa- 
tion in  which  the  plaintiff  is  left  by  the  defendant's  refusal 
to  perform  his  contract.^  The  interposition  of  the  defense  that 
the  character  of  the  plaintiff  is  unchaste,  even  if  unsuccessful, 
ought  not,  per  se,  to  aggravate  the  damages,  unless  it  is  inter- 
posed in  bad  faith,  from  malice,  wantonness,  or  recklessness.^ 

14  Nolce  v.  Brown,  38  N.  J.  L.  228;  20  Am.  Rep.  388;  39  N.  J.  Li. 
133;  23  Am.  Rep.  213. 

IB  Steinfeld  v.  Levy,  16  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  28;  Hanks  v.  Na^lee.  54 
Gal.  51;  35  Am.  Rep.  67;  Boigneres  v.  Boulon.  54  Cal.  146;  C?art- 
Wright  V.  MoGown,  121  111.  388;  Burke  v.  Shaver,  92  Va,  346, 

i«  HotehkinB  v.  Hodge.  38  Barb.  117. 

17  People  V.  Kenyon,  5  Park.  Or.  254. 

18  Smith  V.  Sherman,  4  Otish.  408. 

19  1  Pars,  on  Cont.  543. 

20  Wells  V.  Padgett,  8  Barb.  323;  Leavitt  v.  OaUer,  37  Wis.  46. 

21  Bedell  v.  Powell.  13  Barb.  183. 

22Tubbs  V.  Van  Kleck,  12  111.  449;  see,  al8o»  Mabln  v.  Webster. 
129  Ind.  430;  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  199;  Daggett  v.  Wallace.  75  Tex.  352: 
16  Am.  St  Rep.  908;  Bird  v.  Thompson,  96  Mo.  424. 

28  Powers  V.  Wheatley,  45  Cal.  113;  see  Johnson  v.  Travis,  38  Minn. 
231;  DuDlap  v.  Clark,  25  111.  App.  573. 
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I  1371.  For  marriage  with  another. 

Form  No.  ^6$. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [Same  as  preceding  form]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  afterwards  married  a  certain  other 
person^  to-wit,  one  A.  •B.,  cojitrary  to  his  said  promise  to  the 
plaintiff. 

[Or,  III,  That  at  the  time  of  making  said  promise  the  defend- 
ant represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  unmarried,  whereas, 
in  fact,  he  was  then  married  to  another  person,  of  which  fact 
the  plaintiff  had  no  notice] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1372.  Married  man  liable.  A  single  woman  to  whom  a 
man  in  fact  married  represents  that  he  is  single,  and  promises 
marriage,  may  maintain  ai^  action  against  him  for  his  broach  of 
promise.** 

I  1373.  Bequest.  In  case  of  the  marriage  of  defendant,  a 
request  need  not  be  alleged.*  The  averment  of  marriage  dis- 
penses with  request.^ 

f  1374.  Statute  of  Frauda.  A  parol  contract  of  marriage 
that  may  be  performed  at  any  time  within  three  years,  and  con- 
sequently within  one  year,  is  not  within  the  Indiana  Statute  of 
Frauds;  but  if  not  to  be  performed  within  one  year,  it  is  within 
the  statute.^ 

»*  Wild  V.  HarrlB,  7  O.  B.  099:  1  B.  L.  &  E.  408;  Blattmacher  ▼. 
Saal,  20  Barb.  22;  7  Abb.  Pr.  409. 

»1  Pars,  on  Oont.  544;  Short  r.  Stone,  8  Q.  B.  868;  Stevenson  v. 
Pettis,  12  Phlla.  468;  Cammerer  v.  MuUer,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  J>11:  Caines 
T.  Smith,  15  Mee.  &  W.  189:  compare  Lovelock  v.  Franklyn,  8  Q.  B. 
371;  Turner  v.  Baskln,  2  W.  Law  M.  98. 

» Short  V.  Stone,  supra;  Kerns  v.  Hagenbuckle,  17  N.  Y.  Supp. 
8e7. 

^  Paris  T.  8troD«r.  51  Ind.  339. 


CHAPTER  Vn. 

SALE   AND  DELIYEBT   OF   CHATTELS. 

I  1875.  Seller  against  purchaser  for  refusing  to  reoelTS  and 
pay  for  goods. 

Form  No.  366. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment in  substance  as  follows  [state  the  agreement]. 

II.  That   the   plaintiff  duly   performed  all  the   conditions 

of  said  contract  on  his  part,  and  was  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  at [the  day  and  place  of 

delivery],  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  said  property,  and  ten- 
dered the  same  to  the  defendant. 

III.  That  defendant  refused  to  accept  said  goods,  or  pay  for 
them,  pursuant  to  said  agreement,  to  the  damage  of  the  plain- 
tiff   dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1376.  Delivery  —  constructive.  A  statement  of  circum- 
stances constituting  a  constructive  delivery  as  equivalent  to  an 
actual  delivery  should  be  unequivocal.^  A  delivery  to  the 
purchaser  of  a  city  weigher's  certilScate  of  sugar  Ijing  on  the 
wharf  is  a  sufficient  delivery.^  The  delivery  of  the  export  entry 
is  not  a  delivery  of  the  article  sold.*  Mere  delivery  of  a  bill  of 
parcels  is  not  sufficient*  The  delivery  of  an  order  on  the  cus- 
tom-house, when  the  buyer  fraudulently  intends  not  to  pay, 
knowing  his  inability  to  do  so,  is  no  delivery.*^  The  delivery, 
with  indorsement,  of  a  shipping  broker's  acknowledgment  of 
the  receipt  of  merchandise  to  be  transported,  drawn  in  the  form 
of  a  bill   of  lading,  but  not  signed  by  the  carrier,  is  suffi- 

1  Bailey  v.  Opden.  3  Johns.  ,^W)9;  3  Am.  Dec.  509. 

2  Glaapow  v.  Nioliolson,  25  Mo.  29. 

•  Johnson  v.  Rmfth,  Anth.  N.  P.  81. 
4  Smith  V.  Mason,  Anth.  N.  P.  225. 
fi  Ives  V.  Polak,  14  How.  Pr.  411, 
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4:ient  to  constitute  a  constructive  delivery  of  merchandise  to  one 
who  made  advances  upon  the  faith  of  it.®  An  order  on  the 
depoflitai}'  of  goods  sold,  given  by  the  vendor  to  the  vendee, 
constitiites  a  delivery  as  between  themselves.''  The  transfer  of 
warehouse  receipts  operates  as  a  constructive  delivery  of  the 
gooda.^ 

I  1877.  Delivery  of  less  quantity.  If  a  vendor  delivers  a 
less  quantity  of  goods  than  he  contracted  to  deliver,  the  vendee 
is  at  liberty  to  refuse  to  accept,  and  if  he  accepts  a  part,  he  may 
return  that,  and  refuse  to  accept  less  than  the  whole,  but  having 
received  and  retained  a  part,  he  can  not  refuse  to  pay  for  the 
part  received.® 

S  1378.  Delivery  —  In  generaL  Selecting  goods,  and  putting 
them  aside  in  the  seller's  shop,  held  sufficient  delivery.*®  The 
deliver}''  of  the  keys  of  a  warehouse  in  which  goods  sold  are 
deposited  is  a  sufficient  delivery.*^  Merely  taking  samples  does 
not  amount  to  a  delivery.*^  There  can  be  no  delivery  so  long 
as  anything  remains  to  be  done  by  the  seller  to  ascertain  the  - 
quantity  or  quality  of  the  goods/^  or  so  long  as  anything  re- 
maina  to  be  done  by  either  party  to  ascertain  the  price.**  Cum- 
bersome and  heavy  articles  may  be  delivered  without  actual 
removal.  Delivering  a  schedule,  followed  by  an  agreement  on 
the  part  of  the  buyer  with  the  depositary  for  keeping  charge  of 
them,  is  sufficient.**^  The  possession  of  the  vendee  must  be 
sufficient  to  give  notice  to  the  usual  customers  of  the  vendor 

«Reed  V.  Proprietors,  etc.,  8  How.  (V,  S.)  284:  Bank  6f  Rochester 
V.  Jones.  4  N.  Y.  497;  55  Am.  Dec.  290;  Rawls  r.  Deshler,  28  How. 
Pr.  66.  Delivery  to  common  carrier.  See  Commonwealth  v.  Flem- 
ing. 130  Penn.  St.  138;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  763;  Keflsler  v.  Smith.  42 
Minn.  494. 

7  Slgerson  t.  Harker,  15  Mo.  101. 

«  Burton  v.  Cnryea,  40  111.  320;  89  Am.  Dec.  350. 

»  Polhemus  v.  Helman.  45  Cal.  573;  Shields  v.  Pettee,  2  Sandf. 
262. 

10  Brewer  v.  Salisbury.  9  Barb.  511. 

II  Wilkes  V.  Ferris.  5  .Johns.  3.^5;  4  Am.  Deo.  364;  Gray  v.  Davis, 
10  N.  Y.  285:  Sharp  v.  Cornell,  66  Wis.  62. 

12  Johnson  v.  Smith,  Anth.  N.  P.  81:  Carver  v.  Lane,  4  B.  D. 
Smith,  168. 

isOnnninpham  v.  Ashbrook.  20  Mo.  553;  Outwater  v.  Dodge,  T 
Cow.  85:  Canithers  v.  McGarvp>',  41  Cal.  15. 

14  Ward  T.  Shaw,  7  Wend.  404. 

IB  Dixon  V.  Buck,  42  Barb.  70. 
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that  the  goods  ha\  e  changed  hands,  and  that  the  title  has  passed 
out  of  the  vendor.^*^  But  a  complaint  alleging  a  sale  of  the 
plaintiff's  right,  title,  and  interest  in  certain  chattels,  and  a  tak- 
ing possession  by  the  defendant,  is  sufficient  without  alleging 
what  interest  the  plaintiff  owned."  And  where  the  complaint 
in  an  action  for  the  price  of  logs  alleges  that  the  defendant  took 
possession  of  them,  the  complaint  is  sufficient  although  other 
allegations  may  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  logs  at  the  time  of  sale.*® 

§  1379.  Delivery,  how  alleged.  Tender  and  refusal  of  goods 
on  the  part  of  the  principals  is  equivalent  to  delivery,  and 
may  be  specially  averred.*®  A  performance  of  all  the  conditions 
on  plaintiff's  part  may  be  alleged. 

I  1880.  Qrowing  crops,  delivery  and  sale  of.  A  growing 
crop,  until  ready  for  the  harvest,  can  not  by  itself  become  the 
object  of  a  delivery,  and  can  only  be  delivered  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  vendee  by  delivering  to  him  the  possession  of  the 
land  also  of  which  it  is  a  part.^  Growing  crops  are  not  unlike 
ships  and  cargoes  at  sea  in  respect  to  their  delivery,  of  which 
delivery  can  not  be  made  until  they  reach  port.  If  delivery  be 
made  withm  a  reasonable  time  after  reaching  port,  the  sale  is 
good  as  against  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers.**  They 
are  not  subject  to  manual  delivery  until  they  are  harvested, 
and,  therefore,  until  harvested  they  are  not  in  tbe  possession  or 
under  the  control  of  the  vendor,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.22    A  Rowing  crop,  while  growing,  and  until 

i«  Herr  v.  Denver,  etc.,  Co..  13  Col.  406. 

17  Dnzan  v.  Meserve,  24  Oreg.  523. 

18  Tlngley  v.  Falrhaven  Land  Co..  9  Wash.  St.  34. 
!•  Kemble  v.  WaUls.  10  Wend.  374. 

ao  Davis  v.  McFarlane.  37  Oal.  634;  99  Am.  Dec.  340. 

«i  Joy  V.  Sears,  9  Pick.  4;  Portland  Bank  v.  Staoey,  4  Mass.  661: 
8  Am.  Deo.  253;  Bufflngton  v.  Ourtfs,  15  Mass.  528;  8  Am.  Dec.  115. 

saBours  v.  Webster,  6  Oal.  660;  Vlsher  v.  Webster.  13  Id.  5.S: 
Pacheoo  v.  Hunsacker.  14  Id.  120;  Bemal  v.  Hovlous,  17  Id.  541;  79 
Am.  Dec.  147;  Bobbins  v.  Olahan.  5  Duval  (Ky.).  28;  cited  In  Davis 
V.  McFarlane,  37  Cal.  634:  99  Am.  Dec.  340.  On  a  sale  of  a  crop  of 
fniit  of  a  future  seaHon  the  title  does  not  pass  in  the  absence  of 
circumstances  showlnp  a  contrary'  intention,  and  the  transaction 
is  regarded  an  ajfreement  to  sell  ns  dlstinffiilshed  from  a  sale. 
Blackwood  v.  Cutting  Packing  C^..  76  Cal.  212;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  199: 
compare  Onttinjf  Packing:  Co.  v.  Packers'  Exchange,  86  Cal.  574;  21 
Am.  St.  Bep.  63. 
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ready  lor  the  harvest,  is  also  unaffected  by  the  fifteenth  section 
of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  vendor.^  Contracts  for 
the  sale  of  growing  periodical  crops  are  not  within  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  and,  therefore,  need  not  be  made  in  writing.^  So 
a  contract  to  deliver  com  not  yet  gathered  or  husked,  aa  it 
requires  labor  to  be  expended  on  the  subject-matter  to  prepare  it 
for  delivery,  is  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.^  It  is  not  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  interdict  sales  of  growing  crops  by  declar- 
ing them  absolutely  fraudulent,  on  the  mere  ground  that  the 
seller  retains,  as  he  must  necessarily  do,  the  possession  of  the 
property  until  it  shall  become  susceptible  of  actual  delivery.* 

I  1381.  Dellyery  by  and  liability  of  carrier.  Upon  demand 
by  the  vendor,  while  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  continues, 
the  carrier  will  become  liable  for  the  conversion  of  the  goods, 
if  he  decline  to  redeliver  them  to  the  vendor,  or  delivers  them 
to  the  vendee.^  And  a  notice,  without  demand,  to  redeliver, 
is  sufficient  to  charge  the  carrier,  if  he  is  clearly  informed  that 
it  is  the  intention  and  desire  of  the  vendor  to  exercise  his  right 
of  stoppage  in  transitu.^  And  notice  to  the  agent  of  the  carrier, 
who  in  the  regular  course  of  his  agency  is  in  the  actual  custody 
of  the  goods  at  the  time  the  notice  is  given,  is  notice  to  the 
carrier.** 

I  1882.  Ship  and  cargo,  delivery  of.  If  the  delivery  of  a 
ship  and  cargo  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time  after  reaching 
port,  the  sale  is  good  as  against  creditors  and  subsequent  pur- 
chaseiB.*^ 

»  Davie  V.  McFarlane,  97  Oed.  634;  99  Am.  Dec.  340. 

M  Id.;  citlDg  Marshall  v.  Ferguson,  23  Cftl.  66. 

« Rentch  V.  Long,  27  Md.  188;  see  Stepthens  v.  Santee,  51  Barb. 
B32. 

M  Darle  v.  McFarlane,  37  Cal.  634;  99  Am.  Dec.  340;  dtlng  Whip- 
ple V.  Foot,  2  Johns.  418;  3  Am.  Dec.  442. 

27  BeynoldB  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  580;  Markwald  v. 
HIb  Creditors,  7  Cal.  213;  Blackman  v.  Pierce,  23  id.  508;  O'Neil  v. 
Garrett,  6  Iowa,  480;  .Tones  v.  Earl.  .37  Cal.  630:  99  Am.  Dec.  3-'^.S. 

»  Reynolds  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  580;  Litt  v.  Cowley. 

7  Tannt.  169;  Whitehead  v.  Anderson,  0  M.  &  W.  .518:  Bell  v.  Moss. 
5  Whart.  189:  Phelps  v.  Coml>€r,  Law  R.,  20  Ch.  755:  29  id.  813; 
Allen  V.  Railroad  Co..  79  Me.  .327;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  310. 

»Blerce  r.  Red  Bluff  Hotel  Co..  31  Cal.  160:  cited  In  Jones  v. 
Earl,  37  Id.  630:  99  Am.  Dec.  .^38. 
«ojoy  V.  Sears,  9  Pick.  4;  Portland  Bank  v.  Stacy,  4  Mass.  661: 

8  Am.  Dec.  253;  Bufflngton  v.  Curtis,  15  Mass.  528;  8  Am.  Dee.  115. 
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I  1383.  BeecisBion  of  contract  —  partial  rescission.  To  re- 
scind a  contract  lor  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  the  property  must  be 
returned,  unless  it  be  valueless  to  both  parties.**  To  constitute 
an  actual  rescission  of  the  contract,  a  redelivery  of  the  goods 
is  necessary.*^  Where  M.  sold  B.  eight  bags  of  wool,  separately 
marked  and  kept  as  one  lot  of  a  particular  kind,  at  one  dollar 
a  pound,  by  one  bill  of  parcels,  B.  having  first  opened  some  oi 
the  bags,  but  part  of  the  wool  in  one  bag  was  of  a  different 
kind,  and  B.,  without  returning  the  bag,  sent  baok  the  coatenis 
which  M.  refused  to  receive,  it  was  held  that  B.  could  not  par- 
tially rescind  the  contract,  and  that  a  custom  in  such  cases  to 
return  the  bale  found  different  was  inadmissible,  the  bag  not 
having  been  returned;  but  that  B.,  on  proving  a  warranty  and 
breach,  could  recoup  the  difference  between  the  actual  value  and 
the  value  if  it  had  corresponded  to  the  warrant.^ 

I  1384.  Sales  defined  —  void  sales.  A  contract  to  deUver 
twenty  sheep  in  four  years  for  ten  delivered  now,  is  a  sale,  and 
not  a  bailment.**  The  delivery,  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  of 
property,  the  value  of  which  was  to  be  applied  upon  the  debt 
in  good  faith,  is  a  sale.  If  a  standard  or  criterion  is  agreed 
upon  by  which  the  value  should  be  fixed,  and  the  amount  real- 
ized by  that  criterion  was  the  amount  to  be  applied  in  part  satis- 
faction of  the  debt,  that  is  fixing  the  price  sufficiently  to  make 
the  sale  valid.^  To  constitute  a  valid  sale  of  a  chattel,  so  as  to 
change  the  property  therein,  an  agreement  as  to  price  and  de- 
livery of  the  chattel  is  requisite,  except  in  case  of  a  vessel  at 
i»ea,  when  the  transfer  is  effected  by  the  bill  of  sale;**  and  al«> 

81  Perley  v.  Balch,  23  Pick.  283;  34  Am.  Oec.  5«:  Christy  ▼.  Oum- 
mlns,  3  McLean,  380:  Henckley  v.  Hendrickson.  5  Id.  170;  Garland 
T.  Bowling,  Hempst.  710. 

«2  Miller  V.  Smith,  1  Mason.  437;  Close  v.  Crosland.  47  Minn.  500: 
Whitworth  v.  Thomas,  SSi  Ala.  308;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  725;  Richardflon 
V.  Levi.  09  Hun,  432. 

33  Morse  v.  Braekett.  98  Mass.  206. 

^  Bartlptt.  V.  Whoeler,  44  Barb.  162.  The  distinction  between  a 
sale  and  nn  exchange  explained.  Preston  v.  Keeno.  14  Pet  133. 
PiBtinction  between  sale  and  bailment.  See  Chickerin?  v.  BaBtreaii, 
130  111.  206:  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  309;  Forest  v.  Nelson.  108  Penn.  St. 
481. 

m  Pixon  V.  Buck.  42  Barb.  70. 

3«  Harper  v.  Douirherty.  2  Oranch  C.  C.  284:  see,  also,  Love  ▼. 
State,  78  Ga.  66;  6  Am.  St  Rep.  234;  Nance  t.  Mltcalf,  19  Mo.  App. 
183. 
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of  growing  crops.  A  valid  sale  may  be  made  of  personal  goods 
which  are  out  of  possessiony  and  tixe  sale  will  be  of  the  thing 
itself^  and  not  of  a  chose  in  action.^  A  sale  in  violation  of  a 
statutory  prohibition  is  void,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  it.  So  of  a  sale  contravening  a  license  law.^  When  the 
substance  of  the  thing  sold  is  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  such  sale  is  void.^ 

$  1385.  Statute  of  IteucUu  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
chattels,  or  things  in  action  at  a  price  not  less  than  two  hun- 
dred dollars  is  invalid,  unless  the  same,  or  some  note  or  memo- 
randum thereof,  be  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged,  or  his  agent,  or  unless  the  buyer  accept  or  receive 
part  of  such  goods  or  chattels,  or  the  evidences,  or  some  of  them, 
of  such  things  in  action,  or  pay  at  the  time  some  part  of  the 
purchase  money;  but  when  a  sale  is  made  by  auction,  an  entry 
by  the  auctioneer  in  his  sale-book,  at  the  time  of  his  sale,  of  the 
kind  of  property  sold,  the  terms  of  sale,  the  price,  and  the 
names  of  the  purchaser,  and  the  person  on  whose  account  the 
sale  is  made,  is  a  sufficient  memorandum.^^  In  determining 
whether  the  Statute  of  Frauds  applied  to  a  sale  of  goods,  deliv- 
ered to  one  person  at  the  request  of  another,  the  true  test  is 
whether  there  is  any  liability  of  the  vendee  to  the  vendor;  for 
if  there  is,  then  tlie  promise  of  the  guarantor  is  collateral,  and 
must  be  in  writing.  Where  the  sale  was  entered  on  the  ven- 
dor's book  as  "sold  A.  B.;  C.  D.  security,*'  and  the  bill  was 
made  out  thus:  "A.  B.  (through  C.  D.)  bought,"  etc.,  and  it 
was  shown  that  the  vendDrs  had  urged  C.  D.  to  get  security 
from  A.  B.,  and  offered  to  pay  him  for  so  doing,  it  was  held 
that  C.  D.  could  not  be  regarded  as  the  principal  debtor.*^ 

I  1386.  Stoppage  in  transitu.  This  is  a  right  which  the  ven- 
dor, in  goods  sold  upon  credit,  has  to  recall  them  or  retake  them 
upon  the  discovery  of  the  insolvency  of  the  vendee,  before  the 
goods  have  come  into  his  possession,  or  any  third  party  has  ac- 

87  The  Sarah  Ann,  2  Sumn.  P06. 

««  Best  V.  Bander.  29  How.  Pr.  489. 

3»  Bertram  v.  Ti.Ton,  1  McAH.  58:  affirmed  20  How.  (U.  S.)  150; 
but  see  Crawford  v.  Spencer,  92  Ma  498:  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  745;  Lester 
T.  Buel,  49  0!iio  St.  240:  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  556. 

40  0al.  Civil  Code.  §  1624:  and  see  Jamison  v.  Shnon,  68  Cal.  17; 
Menomy  v.  Talbot.  84  id.  279. 

41  Read  v.  Ladd.  1  Edm.  100. 
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quired  bona  fide  rights  in  them.  And  it  continues  so  long  as  tlie 
carrier  remainfi  in  the  possession  and  control  of  the  goods^  or  un- 
til there  has  been  an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  to  tho  ven- 
dee-or  some  third  peiBon  has  acquired  a  bona  fide  right  to  them.*** 
A  consignor  of  property  in  transitu  has  a  right  to  direct  a  change 
in  its  destination,  and  its  delivery  to  a  different  consigmee.**  A 
vendor  who  had  constructively  delivered  iron  lying  at  his  fur- 
nace, by  pointing  it  out  to  the  vendee  and  charging  it  to  him 
in  his  books,  receiving  the  vendee^s  notes  for  the  same,  may 
retain  the  same  for  the  price,  if,  while  it  is  still  in  his  custody, 
and  said  notes  are  unpaid,  the  vendee  becomes  insolvent.** 

I  1887.  Hea^ure  of  damages.  In  an  action  against  a  pur- 
chaser for  nt>t  receiving  goods  according  to  contract,  the  rule  of 
damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
market  value  at  the  time  of  the  breach  of  the  contract** 

I  1888.  Tender.  The  refusal  of  a  buyer  to  take  the  goods 
which  he  has  contracted  to  buy,  dispenses  with  any  necessity  on 
the  part  of  the  seller  to  make  a  tender  of  them.**  Under  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  oats  "  within  thirty  days,"  the 
obligation  to  receive  is  as  strong  as  the  obligation  to  deliver. 
And  the  contractor  is  not  bound  to  deliver  after  the  contract 
has  expired,  but  if  he  does,  it  will  be  at  the  contract  price.*^  A 
complaint  on  a  contract  in  which  the  defendant  agrees  to  pur- 
chase a  given  quantity  of  hay,  then  in  a  stack,  from  the  plain- 
tiff, and  pay  a  fixed  sum  therefor  at  a  fixed  time,  and  the  hay 
to  be  weighed  at  the  stack,  should  aver,  if  the  hay  has  not  all 
been  delivered,  a  readiness  or  offer  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
deliver.*®     Before  an  action  can  be  maintained  for  defendant's 

42  Jones  V.  Earl,  37  C?al.  630:  99  Ara.  Deo.  338:  Harris  v.  Tenney, 
Wi  Tex.  254;  34  Am.  St  Rep.  798.  Under  Oregon  statute  of  Frands 
an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  personal  property  exceeding  $50  In 
value  is  void,  unless  the  same  is  in  writUig*  Coobitt  v.  Gas  IJght 
Oo.,  6  Oreg.  405:  25  Am.  Rep.  541;  bat  80ch  agreement  need  not 
be  In  writing  where  the  buyer  takee  posseMlon.  Dnssan  v.  Meserve, 
24  Oreg.  523. 

48  Strahom  v.  Union  Stock  Yard,  etc.,  Co.,  43  111.  424;  92  Am.  Dec^ 
142. 

*4  Thompson  v.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R  R.  Co.,  28  Md.  396. 

4BHaBkeU  v.  McHenry,  4  Cal.  411;  BIgelow  r.  T.egg,  102  N.  T» 
fr>2;  Kadish  v.  Young,  108  IH.  170;  48  Am.  Rep.  548. 

46  Calhoun  v.  Vechio.  3  Wash.  C.  C.  165. 

4T  Gibbons  V.  United  States.  2  Ct.  of  Ola.  R.  (Nott  ft  H.)  42L 

4«  Barron  v.  Frink,  30  Oal.  486. 
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failiii'c  to  accept  and  pay  for  property  wliich  he  agreed  to  pur- 
cha.se  ai  a  future  time,  a  tender  of  the  pruperty  and  demand 
OL  payment  must  be  made.***  A  tender  of  warehouse  receipU  for 
grain  issued  by  responsible  parties  is  a  sufficient  tender  of  tlie 
grain,  in  Chicago,  unless  objected  to  by  the  other  party  at  the 
time." 

8  1389.  Tender  waived.  After  a  sale  at  buyer's  option, 
within  a  certain  time,  notice  by  the  buyer  before  the  time  ha*j 
expired  that  he  will  not  accept  goods  within  or  at  the  end  of 
such  time,  waives  a  tender  by  the  seller.*^^ 

§  1390.  Tender  and  demand.  Under  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  goods,  where  the  right  of  property  is  not  passed  by 
the  contract,  the  buyer  is  not  bound  to  accept  the  articles  when 
tendered,  unless  they  correspond  in  quality  with  what  was  bar- 
gained for.*^^  The  contract  is  entire,  and  calls  for  an  entire 
performance.*^ 

i  1391.  The  same  —  on  contract  made  by  broker. 

Form  No,  J67. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiffs  and  defendants  entered  into  an  agreement  by  the 
hand  of  A.  B.,  a  broker  duly  authorized  to  make  the  same,  both 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  and  of  the  defendants,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  ["copy  it]. 

II.  That  at  the  time  of  making  said  contract,  the  defendants 

paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  dollars  stated 

therein. 

ITT.  That  the  plaintiffs  were  at  all  times,  within  said 

days,  ready  and  willing  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  said  con- 
tract on  their  part,  and  within  the days  mentfoned  in 

said  contract,  to-wit,  on  the day  of , 

4«  Ha^ar  v.  Klnjj.  38  Barb.  200. 

M  McPhersoD  v.  Gale,  40  111.  368. 

M  McPherson  ▼.  Walker,  40  lU.  371;  see  White  v.  Dobson.  17  Gratt. 
(Wfi.^  2f>2;  Millin^er  v.  Daly,  .5«  Penn.  St.  245:  see  House  r.  Beak. 
141  TU.  290:  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  307. 

M  Add.  on  Cont  238:  Relmers  v.  Rldner,  17  Abb.  Pr.  292. 

R3  Smith  T.  Brady.  17  N.  Y.  173:  72  Ani.  Dec.  442:  Catlln  v.  Tobias. 
2^  N.  Y.  217;  84  Am.  Dec.  183;  see,  also,  Polhemus  y.  Heiman,  45 
€al.  573. 
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18. .,  at ,  they  tendered  the  said  property  to  the 

defendants  and  demanded  payment  of  the  balances  of  the  price 
thereof, 

IV.  That  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  said  property,  or 
pay  the  balance  of  the  price  therefor. 

y.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1892.  Acceptance.  There  must  be  an  acceptance^  as  well 
as  a  delivery^  to  take  the  thing  out  of  the  statute;  but  the  ac- 
ceptance may  be  by  agent  of  the  buyer."  But  the  acceptance 
of  a  mere  shop-boy  is  not  sufficient.*  An  acceptance  of  goodB 
bearing  a  name  diiferent  from  the  one  used  in  the  sale  note  by 
a  subvendee  of  part  of  goods  sold,  does  not  conclude  the  vendee 
as  to  the  whole  contract.^* 

§  1393.  The  same  —  on  promise  to  pay  by  a  good  bill  of  ex* 
change. 

Form  No.  jd5. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the   day  of ,  18. .,  at 

...••• ,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  mutually  agreed  with 

each  other  as  follows.   The  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver 

to  the  defendant  forty  tons  of  iron,  at  the  price  of 

per  hundred  weight  on  the   day  of   » 

18. .,  at ,  and  the  defendant  then  promised  Ihe 

plaintiff  to  pay  him  for  said  iron,  by  a  bill  of  exchange  at  three 
months'  date  on  delivery  of  said  iron,  and  that  such  bill  should 
be  satisfactory  to  the  plaintiff. 

n.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  the  plaintiff  delivered  the  said  quantity 

qf  iron  to  the  defendant,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  amounting' 
to dollars. 

m.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  the day  of 

18. .,  at  .  • ,  demanded  of  the  defendant  payment  of 

the  price  of  said  iron,  by  such  bill  of  exchanere,  and  vrtt^  tlion, 
and  has  been  since  always  ready  and  willing  to  take  the  same 

M  Cutwater  v.  Dodge,  6  Wend.  397. 

ti»  Smith  V.  Mason,  Anth.  N.  P.  225. 

M  Flint  V.  Lyon«  4  Cal.  17.  See,  as  to  Bufficlency  of  acceptance. 
Bilin  ▼.  Henkel,  9  Col.  394;  fn  re  Hoover.  33  Hun.  tVSS;  Roman  r. 
Bresler,  82  Neb.  210;  Gano  v.  Railroad  Ca,  66  Wis.  1. 
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lY.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  plaintiff  the  price  of 
the  iron  by  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  in  three  months  Ironi 
the  date  thereof^  which  was  satisfactory  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
otherwise  according  to  said  agreement. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1804.  The  same  —  for  not  returning  gooda,  or  paying  for 
them  In  a  reasonable  time. 

Form  No.  369, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  de- 
livered to  him  [describe  the  property],  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  upon  the  condition  and  consideration  that  the  defend- 
ant would  purchase  the  same  for dollars,  or  re- 
turn the  same  to  the  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time,  which 
the  defendant  then  and  there  agreed  to  do. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  agreement  on  his  part. 

III.  That  a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to  purchase 
and  pay  for  said  goods,  or  to  return  the  same  to  the  plaintiff, 
has  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  purchased  said  goods  or  paid 
for  them,  nor  has  he  returned  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1895.  Alternative.  A  contract  in  the  alternative  should 
be  so  set  forth.*^  And  an  averment  of  demand  of  one  of  two 
things,  when  the  option  of  the  defendant  was  in  the  alterna- 
tive, is  not  sufficient.**® 

I  1806.  The  same  —  for  not  giving  security  according  to  the 
conditions  of  the  sale  at  irablic  auction,  the  credit  not  having 
expired.   . 

Form  No,  370, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That' on  the    day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  put  up  and  exposed  for 

sale  bv  public  auction,  in  lots,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  one  of 

57Hatr»h  V.  Adams.  8  Tow.  35;  Stone  v.  Knowlton,  3  Wend.  374; 
PeoT>iA  r-  Tllton.  13  Id.  507. 
M  Lutweller  v.  Llnnell,  12  Barb.  612. 
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the  said  lots  being  a  certain  carriage^  subject  to  the  following 
terms,  to- wit:  that  the  highest  bidder  should  be  the  purchaser, 
and  that  tiiu  purchaser  should  be  allowed  seven  months'  credit 
for  the  payment  of  the  price,  after  giving  such  security  as  should 
be  approved  of  by  A.  B.  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  or  that  such 
purchaser  should,  at  his  election,  pay  down  the  purchase  price 

at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  in  that  event  that per 

cent,  should  be  deducted,  by  way  of  discount,  from  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  money,  of  all  of  which  said  terms  the  defendant: 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  had  notice. 

II.  That  at  the  said  sale  the  defendant  was  the  highest  bid- 
der for,  and  was  declared  to  be  the  purchaser  of  the  said  car- 
riage, subject  to  said  terms  of  sale,  for dollars. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  then  delivered  the  carriage  to  the  <le- 
fondant,  as  such  purchaser,  and  was  then  and  has  since  been, 
always  ready  and  willing  to  perform  the  said  contract  on  his 
part. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not,  although  then  requested  by 
the  plaintiffs,  paid  any  part  of  the  said  sum  of 

ft 

dollars,  nor  has  he  given  any  security  for  the  same,  according 
ii)  the  said  terms  of  sale. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1S07.  For  a  deficiency  on  a  resale. 

Farm  No.  371. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18. . ,  at 

,  he  put  up  at  auction,  at  the  auotion-house  of 

city  of ,  in  this  state,  sundry  [ar- 
ticles of  merchandise],  subject  .to  the  condition  that  all  goods 
not  paid  for  and  removed  by  the  purchaser  thereof  within  [ton 
days]  after  the  sale,  should  be  resold  at  auction  on  his.accouui« 
oC  which  condition' til 0  defendant  had  notice. 

TI.  That  the  defendant  purchased  [two  hundred  barrels  of 
flour]  at  the  said  auction,  at  the  price  of dollars. 

TIT.  That  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willincj  to  d^livor  the 
same  to  defendant  on  the  said  day,  and  for  Ften  days"|  thereafter, 
ard  on  [etc.]  offered  to  do  so,  and  demanded  payment  thprefor. 

TV.  That  the  defendant  did  not  take  away  or  otherwise  Te- 
ceive  the  said  fjoods  purchased  bv  him,  nor  pay  for  them  or 
any  of  them  within  [ten  days]  after  the  sale,  nor  afterward. 
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V.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  having  first  given  the  defendant  reasonable  notice 

of  the  time  and  place  of  resale,  the  plaintiff  resold  the  said  [two 
hundred  barrels  of  flour],  on  account  of  the  defendant,  by  public 
auction,  for dollars, 

VL  That  the  expenses  attendant  upon  such  resale  amounted 
to dollars. 

VII.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  the  deficiency  thus  arising, 

amounting  to dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1898.  Conditional  sales.  A  vendor  of  goods,  which  he  de- 
livers;, but  the  title  to  which  is  to  remain  in  him  until  they  are 
paid  for,  may  recover  them  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
from  the  vendee.**  In  a  conditional  sale,  the  right  of  the  seller 
to  take  possession  after  a  default  and  sell  the  property,  may 
be  defeated  by  performance  or  an  offer  or  tender  of  perform- 
ance by  the  purchaser,  and  a  suflBcient  tender  gives  the  buyer 
a  right  to  the  property.*^  So  he  may  recover  the  value  of  the 
goods  less  the  amount  of  purchase  money  unpaid  at  the  time 
of  the  tender,  and  the  necessary  expenes  of  the  vendor  in  re- 
moving and  taking  care  of  it.®^ 

I  1890.  Bights  of  vendor.  If  the  vendor,  upon  default  of 
the  vendee,  may  at  his  option  rescind  the  contract,  he  may  take 
possession  and  resell  the  property;  but  this  involves  no  forfeit- 
ure of  the  amount  already  paid.®^  The  seller  becomes,  on  re- 
fusal to  accept,  the  agent  of  the  buyer,  with  power  to  sell.*^ 

I  1400.  Bight  of  resale.  Where  the  buyer  wrongfully  re- 
fuses to  receive  and  pay  for  the  goods  sold,  the  seller  has  the 
right,  as  soon  as  he  can  with  due  regard  to  the  interest  of  the 
buyer,  and  after  giving  him  notice  of  his  intention  to  resell,  to 
sell  the  goods,  and  to  recover  the  difference  between  the  agreed 

wParmlee  v.  CJatherwood,  36  Mo.  479;  Putnam  v.  Lamphier,  86 
Cal.  151;  Kohler  v.  Hayes,  41  id.  455. 

«0Hiitchlnff8  v.  Munger.  41  Barb.  396;  Miller  v.  Steen,  30  Oal.  403; 
cited  in  S.  C.  34  id.  144. 

«i  Miller  V.  Steen,  34  Cal.  144;  89  Am.  Deo.  124.  Complaint  in 
action  for  breach  of  conditional  a^rreement  to  buy  wheat  at  plaintiff's 
option.    Berry  v.  Kowalsky,  95  Cal.  134:  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  101. 

«  Miller  v.  Steen,  30  Cal.  407;  Schneider  v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  Ore^. 
172. 

«  Sands  v.  Taylor,  5  .Tohns.  385. 

Vol.  1—95 
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price  and  the  sum  realized  at  the  sale,  together  with  expenses^ 
from  the  buyer.^  The  buyer  is  not  entitled  to  specific  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  of  the  resale.^  But  he  must  didpoee  of 
the  goods  in  good  faith.^ 


I  1401.  By  manufacturer  for  goods  made  at  defendaatfe 
quest  and  not  accepted. 

Form  No.  372, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  allegea: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that  the 

plaintiff  should  make  for  him  [ten  casks],  and  that  defendant 

should  receive  for  the  same,  upon  delivery  thereof 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  made  the  said  casks,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  offered  to  deliver  the  same  to  de- 
fendant and  has  ever  since  been  ready  and  willing  to  do  so. 

III.  That  defendant  has  not  paid  for  the  same,  nor  any  part 

thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1400.  Breach  of  contract  If  one  contracts  to  make  mer- 
chantable lumber  for  another,  and  the  other  takea  away  un- 
merchantable lumber  contrary  to  the  wish  and  orders  of  the 
maker,  this  is  not  a  breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
maker.*^ 

I  1408.  Hannfacturingr  goods.  A  contract  to  deliver  goods 
to  be  manufactured  by  the  party  agreeing  to  deliver,  ia  not  an 

M2  Kent's  Com.  604;  Cross  v.  BlUlngs,  1  Salk.  3;  Holmes  v.  Hall, 
6  Mod.  102;  Maclean  v.  Dunn,  4  Bingh.  722;  Pollen  v.  Le  B07,  :U> 
N.  Y.  549;  compare  Healy  v.  Utley,  1  Oow.  345.  An  averment  !n  a 
complaint  for  breach  of  contract  to  boy  goods  held  in  pledge  by  a 
third  person,  that  the  defendant  was  indulged  for  oyer  a  year  Ion- 
ger  than  his  original  agreement  allowed  hiin  in  which  to  pay  for 
and  receive  the  goods,  is  a  sufficient  averment  that  a  reasonable 
time  was  given  to  comply  with  the  contract  before  resale  of  the 
goods  pledged  by  the  pledgee    Habenicht  v.  Lissak.  77  Oal.  140. 

«  Bogart  V.  O'Regan,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  500:  McEaohron  v.  Rnndall«. 
34  Barb.  301.  This  has  been  disapproved  In  Ingram  v.  Bfatthieo,. 
3  Mo.  200. 

wOrooks  V.  Moore,  1  Sandf.  207. 

«T  Hale  V.  TVout,  35  Cal.  229. 
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agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods  within  the  statute.^  So  flour, 
contracted  to  be  manufactured  and  delivered^  Lb  not  within  the 
statute.** 

I  14M.  OauMfl  of  action.  Where  the  person  ordering  the 
goods  refuses  to  take  them  when  made^  it  has  been  held  that 
the  maker  may  deliver  to  a  third  party,  with  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  sue  for  goods  sold.''® 

I  1405.  Materials  found.  It  has  been  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff can  not,  on  an  account  for  goods  sold,  recover  merely  upon 
proof  of  materials  found  by  him,  and  used  in  services  rendered.'^ 

I  1400.  Title  to  property.  Where  the  plaintiff  sold  a  num- 
ber of  bales  of  drillings  to  A.,  for  the  purpose  of  making  sacks, 
deliverable  to  A.,  as  fast  as  he  needed  them  for  manufacturing, 
and  A.  agreed  to  store  the  sacks  as  fast  as  made,  subject  to  plain- 
tiff's order,  with  the  privilege  of  retaking  them  as  fast  as  he 
should  pay,  it  was  held  that  the  title  rested  in  A.,  and  plaintiff 
had  no  lien  thereon,  or  on  the  saks,  until  delivered  to  him.*^ 

I  1407.  For  breach  of  promise,  by  purchaser  of  good  will,  not 
to  carry  on  rival  trade. 

Form  No,  373. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  heretofore  the  defendant  carried  on  the  business  of 

,  at ;  and  on  or  about  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff 

would  purchase  from  him  his  store  and  goods  therein,  for  the 

sum  of  dollars,  and  the  good  will  of  the  said 

business  for  the  sum  of  dollars,  the  defendant 

MOrookshank  v.  Biirrell,  18  Johns.  58;  9  Am.  Dec.  187;  Sewall 
V.  Fitch,  8  CJow.  215;  Courtwrlght  v.  Stewart,  19  Barb.  455;  Dono- 
van v.  Wilson,  26  id.  138;  Parker  v.  Schenck,  28  id.  38;  Robertson 
V.  Vaughan,  5  Sjindf.  1:  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  118  N.  Y. 
686;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  788.  Contra.  Pratt  v.  Miller,  100  Mo.  78;  32  Am. 
St.  Rep.  656. 

«  Bronson  r.  Wlman,  10  Barb.  406;  Cooke  v.  Millard,  65  N.  Y.  352; 
22  Am.  Rep.  619. 

70  Bement  v.  Smith,  15  Wend.  498. 

71  Oottrell  V.  Appsey,  6  Taunt.  322. 

72  Hewlett  V.  Flint,  7  Cal.  264. 
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agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  not  at  any  time  there- 
after, by  himself,  or  partner,  or  agents  or  otherwise,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  set  up  or  carry  on  the  business  of  a 

,  at ,  or  at  any  other  place  within 

the  city  of 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  accordingly  purchased  from  the  defend- 
ant his  said ,  f or  the  price  and  at  the  terms  afore- 
said, and  paid  said  sum  of dollars  for  the  said 

store  and  goods,  and  the  good  will  of  said  business. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  agreement  on  his  part. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  to-wit,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  set  up  and  carried  on  the  business 

of ,  at 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1408.  Acceptance.  The  acceptance  of  the  property  pre- 
cludes an  action  by  the  buyer  against  the  seller,  for  damages,  on 
the  ground  that  the  articles  actually  furnished  do  not  correspond 
with  the  contract.''^*  The  buyer,  by  retaining  the  property 
without  notice  to  the  seller,  waives  all  remedy  upon  the  con- 
tract for  any  breach  of  an  obligation  implied  by  law,  e.  ^.,  the 
obligation  to  deliver  an  article  of  merchantable  quality.''* 

I  1409.  Agent,  purchase  from.  An  allegation  that  the  goods 
were  purchased  of  A.,  the  agent,  then  and  there  acting  for  de- 
fendant, is  sufficiently  certain  to  prevent  any  misapprehension 
of  its  meaning,  and  is  the  same  as  if  the  allegation  was  of  the 
purchase  from  defendant.''' 

78  Reed  V.  Randall,  29  N.  Y.  a->8;  86  Am.  Dec.  305;  Fitch  v.  Car- 
penter, 43  Barb.  40. 

74  Fish^  V.  Samuda.  1  Camp.  190;  Mllner  v.  Tucker,  1  Cslt.  &  P. 
15;  Halliday  v.  McDougall.  20  Wend.  61;  Hargous  v.  Stone.  5  X. 
Y.  731  Shields  v.  Pettee,  2  Sandf.  262;  Howard  v.  Hoey,  23  Wend. 
350;  35  Am.  D^v.  572;  1  Sturlc.  477;  2  Kent  480:  1  Pars,  on  Cont.  475; 
Reed  v.  Randall,  29  N.  Y.  250.  But  the  buyer  does  not  lose  his 
rlierhts  arising  from  a  breach  of  warranty  by  accepting  and  usin^c 
a  portion  of  the  goods.  If  It  was  agreed  at  the  tim?  of  such  ac- 
ceptance that  the  rightA  of  the  parties  were  not  to  be  affected 
thereby.  Blackwood  v.  Cutting  Packing  Co.,  76  Cal.  212;  9  Am.  St. 
Bep.  199. 

7B  Cochrane  v.  Goodman,  3  Cal.  244. 
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i  1410.  Buyer  against  seUer,  for  not  deliyering  good*  told. 

Form  No,  $74-  * 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  mutually  agreed  that 

the  defendant  should  deliver  [one  hundred  sacks  of  potatoes] 

to  the  plaintiff  [on  the day  of ,  18. .  1, 

and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  therefor dollars 

on  delivery. 

II.  That  on  the  said  day,  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing, 
and  offered  to  pay  the  defendant  the  said  sum,  upon  delivery  of 
the  said  goods. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  delivered  them. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1411.  Action  by  assignee.  Where  plaintiff  contracted  for 
the  delivery  of  a  quantity  of  lumber  after  a  certain  time,  and 
on  three  days'  notice,  and  assigned  the  contract  to  another,  the 
delivery  and  payment  were  concurrent  acts.''®  In  case  of  an 
assignment  by  the  buyer,  the  demand  of  performance  of  a  con- 
dition precedent  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  must  be  made  upon 
the  vendor,  and  not  alone  upon  the  assignor."  Where  a  party 
who  has  purchased  goods  by  fraudulent  representations,  assigns 
them  in  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt  to  one  who  takes  them 
bona  fide,  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  the  latter  acquires  a  good 
title  as  against  the  original  vendor.''* 

I  1412.  Condition  precedent.  Where  defendants  stipulated  to 
sell  plaintiff  certain  merchandise  "  shipped  '*  from  Batavia,  and 
the  parties  agreed  that  the  contract  should  be  binding  until  the 
arrival  of  the  ship,  its  arrival  is  a  condition  precedent,  which 
must  be  shown  before  either  party  can  maintain  an  action.^ 

76  Prult  V.  Phelps,  4  Oal.  282. 

Tt  Dnstan  v.  McAndrew,  10  Bosw.  180. 

78  Butters  v.  HauRhwout,  42  HI.  18:  89  Am.  Deo.  401;  Woolrid|?e 
V.  Thiele.  55  Ark.  45;  but  see  Robinson  v.  Haas,  40  Cal.  474.  where 
it  is  held  that  a  sale  of  personal  property  passes  to  the  purchaser 
only  such  title  as  the  vendor  had.  See,  also.  Eaton  v.  Davidson,  46 
Ohio  St  365;  Sleeper  v.  Davis,  64  N.  H.  59;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  377; 
Stevens  v.  Brennan,  79  N.  Y.  254. 

TVMlddleton  v.  Ballinfrall.  1  Cal.  446;  RnsseU  v.  Nicoll,  3  Wend. 
112;  20  Am.  Dec.  670;  Shields  v.  Pettie,  4  N.  Y.  122;  Benedict  v. 
Field,  16  N.  Y.  595. 
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I  1413.  Damage.  In  an  action  for  not  delivering  the  thing 
sold,  the  measure  of  damages  i8  the  value  at  the  time  of  the 
breach.®^ 

I  1414.  Delivery  —  time.  If  a  contract  or  order  under  which 
goods  are  to  be  furnished  does  not  specify  any  time  at  which 
they  are  to  be*  delivered,  the  law  implies  a  contract  that  they 
should  be  delivered  in  a  reasonable  time;  and  no  evidence  will 
be  admissible  to  prove  a  specific  time  at  which  they  were  to  be 
delivered,  for  that  would  be  to  contradict  and  vary  the  legal 
interpretation  of  the  instrument.®* 

I  1415.  Demand,  averment  of.  A  complaint,  alleging  that 
the  defendant  sold  to  plaintiffs  a  certain  share  of  fruit  growing 
in  an  orchard,  and  after  the  sale  executed  a  guaranty  that  the 
share  of  plaintiffs  should  be  at  their  disposal,  and  further  alleg- 
ing a  demand  for  the  same  and  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  de- 
liver, is  demurrable,  as  it  should  have  contained  an  assignment 
of  the  breach  of  the  contract  or  guaranty.®*  The  true  point  at 
issue  is,  whether  the  defendant  undertook  to  deliver.  Prom 
the  nature  of  the  sale  it  operated  as  a  delivery.  There  was  no 
necessity  of  a  demand  on  defendant,  unless  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  comply  with  his  guaranty.®* 

I  1416.  Executory  agreements.  Executory  agreements  for  the 
sale  of  goods  are  within  the  statute,  as  well  as  other  contracts.*** 
A  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery,  if  so  completed  as  to  he 
valid  in  the  state  where  made,  will  be  enforced  in  Missouri.* 

I  1417.  Memorandum.  An  agreement  of  sale  signed  only  by 
the  seller,  but  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  the  buyer,  will 
sustain  the  buyer's  action  for  nondelivery.®®    The  memorandum 

so  Hopkins  V.  Lee,  6  Wheat.  100;  Blydenbunch  v.  Welsh,  1  Bald, 
asi;  Shepherd  v.  Hampton,  2  Wheat  200. 

f^i  Cocker  v.  Franklin  Manufacturing  Co.,  3  Sumn.  530;  see  Ter- 
williger  V.  Knapp,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  86.  Allegation  of  delivery  within 
a  reasonable  time  is  essential.    Pope  v.  Manufacturing  Co.,  107  N. 

Y.  m. 

«2Davob1ch  V.  Bmeric,  7  Cat.  209.  » 

Mid. 

M  Bennett  v.  Hull.  10  Johns.  384. 
«  Hoiightaling  v.  Ball.  20  Mo.  663. 

»«Eperton  v.  Mnthows,  0  East.  307:  Tlsdale  t.  Harris,  20  Pick.  9; 
Stevewright  v.  Archibald.  17  Q.  B.  108. 
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of  a  clerk  oi  a  seller^  of  sales  made  by  him  at  auction,  is  suffi- 
cient to  bind  the  purchaser.^'^  The  memorandum  required  of  a 
contract  of  sale  is  not  binding  upon  the  seller^  unless  signed 
by  the  buyer  also.^  This,  however,  was  under  a  statute  requir- 
ing the  memorandum  to  be  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged 
thereby. 

§  1418.  Offer  to  perform.  The  averments  in  a  declaration 
that  the  ^'  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  "  to  receive  goods,  and 
pay  for  them  on  delivery  and  shipment,  is  a  material  one,  and 
necessary  to  be  proved.®^ 

§  1419.  Seiveral  causes  of  action.  A  complaint  which  states 
the  facts  of  the  case  in  ordinary  and  concise  language  is  not 
demurrable  because  such  statement  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  upon  two  different  legal  grounds.**  But 
it  has  been  held  that  the  purchaser  of  a  chattel  can  not,  in  the 
same  action,  seek  delivery  of  possession  of  it,  and  damages  for 
the  nondelivery;  the  one  being  an  action  for  a  tort,  the  other 
upon  contract.** 

9  1420.  Tender.  Where  a  party  contracts  for  a  quantity  of 
wheat  to  be  delivered  on  demand,  and  paid  for  on  delivery,  in 
action  for  nondelivery  it  is  unnecessary  for  plaintiffs  to  aver 
and  prove  a  tender  of  the  purchase  money  at  the  time  of  de- 
mand or  before  suit.^ 

§  1481.  Warehouseman.  A   complaint   against  a  warehouse- 
man, which  does  not  allege  that  the  goods  belonged  to  the  plain- 
tiff, or  that  defendant  was  under  an  obligation  to  deliver  them 
to  him,  is  bad.** 

w  ProBt  V.  Hin,  3  Wend.  386. 

ss  See  Justice  v.  Lang,  30  How.  Pr.  425.  See.  as  to  sufficiency  of 
memorandum,  Austrian  v.  Springer,  04  Mich.  343;  Hanson  v.  Marsh, 
40  MinYi.  1. 

w  Robinson  v.  Tyson,  46  Penn.  St  286. 

w  Mills  V.  Barney,  22  Cal.  240. 

i»i  Fnmlss  y.  Brown.  8  How.  Pr.  50;  Maxwell  v.  Famam,  7  id.  286. 

wOrosby  v.  Watkfns,  12  Gal.  85. 

"M  Thurber  v.  Jones,  14  Wis.  16b 
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I  1422.  The  same  —  for  not  delivering  within  a  apeeiflad  tlm*. 

Farm  No.  373. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  buy 

of  him^  and  the  defendant  then  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff ^ 

and  to  deliver  to  him  on  the  day  of , 

18. .,  at , bushels  of  oats,  at  the  price 

of cents  per  bushel,  to  be  paid  for  on  the  delivery 

thereof. 

II.  That  the  said  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  said  oats  ha^ 
elapsed^  and  that  plaintiff  has  always  been  ready  and  willing 
to  receive  the  said  oats,  and  to  pay  for  them  at  the  price  afore- 
said, on  delivery,  according  to  the  terms  of  said  agreement,  of 
all  which  the  defendant  had  notice. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  not  delivered  the  same,  nor  any 
part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff,  at ,  or  elsewhere. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff  has  thereby  lost  profits,  and  has  sus- 
tained damage  to  the  amount  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgmbnt.] 

I  1428.  Allegation  where  neither  time  nor  place  of  dellTMy 
was  ilzed. 

Farm  No.  376. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  and  offered  to  receive  and 
pay  for  said  flour,  and  otherwise  has  duly  performed  all  the 
conditions  thereof  on  his  part. 

I  1424.  Allegation  where  both  time  and  place  were  fixed. 

Form  No.  377. 

That  the  plaintiff  was  ready  at  the  time  and  place  appointed 

to  receive  said ,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  according 

to  the  agreement,  and  otherwise  has  duly  performed  all  the  con- 
ditions of  the  agreement  on  his  part. 


I  1425.  Allegation  where  the  particnlar  time  of  dellTer^ 
not  appointed. 

Form  No.  378. 

That  on  the  dav  of  18. . ,  at  the 

place  Appointed,  the  plaintiff  was  ready  to  receive  said 

and  pay  for  the  same,  according  to  the  agreement,  of  which  the 
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defendant  had  notice^  and  the  plaintiff  has  otherwise  duly  per> 
fonned  all  the  conditions  thereof  on  his  part.^ 

§  1426.  Offer  and  tender.  In  actions  on  a  contract  where 
neither  time  nor  place  of  delivery  was  fixed^  the  plaintiff  mufit 
aver  an  offer  or  tender  of  performance  on  his  part,**  and  an 
offer  to  pay  on  delivery.®^  Where  goods  are  to  be  delivered  at 
one  of  two  places,  at  the  option  of  the  seller,  he  is  bound  to 
give  the  buyer  notice  of  the  place  selected.®^ 

I  1427.  Time.  Where  no  time  of  payment  and  no  time  of  de- 
livery are  agreed  upon,  payment  and  delivery  are  concurrent 
acts,  and  neither  can  maintain  an  action  without  showing  a 
readiness  and  willingness  to  perform  on  his  part.®^ 

i  1428.  Place.  In  actions  on  contracts  in  which  both  time  and 
place  were  fixed,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  a  readiness  at  the  place 
appointed  to  receive  and  to  pay.^  And  such  an  averment  is 
essential.*** 

I  1429.  Tender  on  demand.  It  need  not  be  alleged  that  a 
tender  was  made  upon  demand.  The  plaintiff  must  allege  that 
he  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay  for  the  goods  without  a  tender,*^* 
even  where  his  obligation  depends  on  an  act  of  the  defendant 
to  be  done  at  the  same  time.*^  Readiness  to  receive  and  to  pay 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  that  defendant 
had  notice  of  such  readiness,  is  sufficient  without  tender.*^  It 
is  sufficient  to  aver  that  he  had  been  at  all  times  ready  to  receive 
and  to  pay.*^ 

w  On  a  contract  to  deliver  "  on  or  about "  a  certain  day,  the  seller 
has  a  reasonable  time  after  the  day  to  deliver.  Kipp  v.  Wiles,  3 
8andf.  585. 

« Lester  v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453. 

••Smith  V.  Wright,  1  Abb.  Pr.  243;  Simmons  v.  Green,  35  Ohio 
St.  104. 

^  Rogers  v.  Van  Hoesen,  12  Johns.  221. 

MCoier  V.  Livanston,  2  Oal.  51;  Diem  v.  Koblltz,  49  Ohio  St  41; 
84  Am.  St  Rep.  531.  *" 

»Va!l  V.  Rice,  5  N.  T.  155;  Clarke  v.  Dales,  20  Barb.  42;  and  see 
Dunham  v.  Pettee,  8  N.  Y.  508. 

100  Clarke  v.  Dales,  20  Barb.  42. 

101  Ooonley  v.  Anderson,  1  HIU,  519;  Vail  v.  Rice.  5  N.  Y.  155; 
Bronson  v.  Wlman,  8  Id.  182;  compare  Chapln  t.  Potter,  1  Hilt  SOB. 

103  White  V.  Derallt,  2  Hall,  436. 

108  2  Chit.  PI.  327;  Rawson  v.  Johnson,  1  Bast.  203. 

104  Porter  v.  Rose,  12  Johns.  209;  7  Am.  Dec.  306. 
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I  1430.  Tender  of  performanoe.  A  tender  of  performanoe  will 
be  necessary  in  contracts  for  the  purchase  of  a  thing  at  a  fature 
day  namedj  and  at  a  specified  price^  and  an  averment  of  readi- 
ness and  willingness  will  not  suffice. ^^ 

I  1481.  Allegation  of  part  payment 

Form  No.  379. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  it  was  mutually  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and 

the  defendant  that  the  defendant  should  sell  and  deliver  to  the 

plaintiff  at ,  on  or  before  the day  of 

y  18. .,  [describe  the  thing],  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  pay  to  the  defendant  therefor  at  the  rate  of 

dollars  per ,  amounting  to dollars,  pay- 
able as  follows: dollars  at  the  time  of  making  said 

agreement,  and  the  residue  on  the  delivery  of  the , 

as  aforesaid. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  contract  paid  iK>  the 

defendant  the  sum  of  dollars,  in  pursuance  of 

the  agreement. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  at  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid,  to  receive  said  goods  and  pay  the  balance  there- 
for, of  all  which  the  defendant  had  notice;  yet  the  said  defend- 
ant hath  not  delivered  the  same  or  any  part  thereof;  to  plain- 
tiff^s  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1482.  Payment.  The  giving  of  a  promissory  note,  upon 
a  purchase  of  goods,  is  not  a  sufficient  payment  to  take  the  con- 
tract of  sale  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.*^  Part  payment,  to 
take  the  contract  of  sale  out  of  the  statute,  must  be  made  at 
the  very  time  of  making  the  contract.  A  payment  the  next 
day,  though  accepted  on  account,  will  not  suffice.*^ 

S  1438.  Befldssion  by  vendor.  To  enable  the  vendor  to  re- 
scind the  sale,  he  must  offer  to  return  the  notes  given  for  the 

loe  Lester  v.  Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453:  Smith  v.  Wright,  1  Abb.  Pr.  948: 
compare  Ooonley  v.  Anderson,  1  HIU,  51». 

iw  Ireland  v.  Johnson,  18  Abb.  Pr.  392. 

107  BisseU  r.  Balrolm.  40  Barb.  98;  Allen  v.  A?nira»  5  N.  Y.  Lec- 
Obe.  380;  Jackson  v.  Tupper,  101  N.  Y.  615. 
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goods,^^  If  the  contract  be  rescinded,  the  vendee  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  money  paid.  If  the  contract  is  not  rescinded, 
the  vendees  are  entitled  to  possession  on  payment  of  the  full 
amount  due.*^  The  party  rescinding  must  put  the  other  party 
in  statu  quoM^  Where  A.  has  made  a  payment  in  advance  on  a 
contract  to  purchase  stock  of  B.,  which  B.  refuses  or  fails  to 
deliver,  and  A.  notifies  B.  that  he  claims  the  right  to  rescind  the 
contract,  and  claims  repayment  of  the  money  paid,  the  notice 
does  not  affect  his  right  to  maintain  an  action  for  damages  on 
Ihe  contract.^*^ 

§  1434.  Agalnat  seller  of  stock,  for  nondelivery. 

Form  No.  380. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an 

■agreement  subscribed  by  them,  whereby  it  was  mutually  agreed 
between  them  that  the  defendant  should  sell  and  deliver  to  the 

plaintiff,  at  such  time  within days  thereafter  as  the 

plaintiff  should  elect, shares  of  the  capital  stock 

of  the company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay 

him  therefor dollars. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendant  said  sum 

of dollars,  and  otherwise  duly  performed  all  the 

conditions  of  said  agreement  on  his  part,  and  demanded  of  the 

defendant  that  he  deliver  said shares  of  stock  to 

the  plaintiff. 

ni.  That  the  defendant  has  not  delivered  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Jitdgment.] 

S  1435.  Law  of  place.  If  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  assign- 
ment of  certificates  of  stock  of  a  corporation  is  entered  into  in 
another  state,  but  the  certificates  are  afterwards  delivered  in 
this  state,  the  legality  of  the  sale  and  assignment  is  to  be  tested 
by  the  laws  of  this  state.**^ 

lOSOoghill  V.  Boring,  16  Cal.  213;  Jones  v.  Anderson,  82  Ala.  802; 
Oohn  V.  Reid,  18  Mo.  App.  115. 
io»  Miller  V.  Steen,  30  Cal.  40T. 
"0  Id. 

"1  Jones  V.  Post,  6  Cal.  102. 

"2  Dow  V.  Gould  &  Curry  S.  M.  Co.,  31  Cal.  629. 


CHAPTEB  VIII. 

FOB  BALE  OF  BBAL  PBOPSBTY. 

i  1480.  Puroluuier  against  vendor,  for  breach  of 
to  convey. 

Farm  No.  381, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff   and    defendant  entered    into  an 

agreement^  under  their  hands  and  seals^  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  [insert  copy  of  contract] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  demanded  the  conveyance  of  the  said  property  from 
the  defendant)  and  tendered  [ dollars]  to  the  defend- 
ant [or  was  ready  and  willing,  and  offered  to  the  defendant  to 

pay dollars,  and  duly  to  perform  all  his  agree* 

ments  under  the  said  covenants,  upon  the  like  performance  by 
the  defendant]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  again  demanded  such  conveyance  [or  that  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  execute  the  same]. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  has  not  executed  any  conveyance  of 
the  said  property  to  the  plaintiff. 

[Or,  rV.  That  there  is  a  mortgage  upon  the  said  property, 
made  by to ,  f  or dol- 
lars, recorded  in  the  office  of ,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  and  still  unsatisfied  of  record;  or 

any  other  defect  of  title.] 

[Dekand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1487.  Allegation  of  poaseaaion.  An  allegation  in  a  com- 
plaint that  the  plaintiff  ^'  assumed  to  and  did  exercise  acts  of 
control  over  and  possession  of  portions  "  of  a  tract  of  land,  is 
not  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  had  actual  poa* 
session  of  the  tract  of  land,  or  any  part  of  it.* 

1  Brennan  v.  Ford,  46  Cal.  7. 
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I  1438.  Allegation  of  seisin  in  fee.  An  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  "  is  the  owner  "  of  the  land  sued  for,  is  in  substance 
an  allegation  of  seisin  in  fee,  in  "  ordinary  "  instead  of  in  tech- 
nical language.^ 

1  1439.  Contract  in  tlie  altematiTe.  When  a  contract  is  in 
the  alternative,  as  to  pay  the  purchase  price  or  reconvey  the 
properly  on  a  day  named,  the  party  who  is  to  perform  must 
make  his  election  on  the  day  named,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  loses 
his  right  of  election.     He  can  not  wait  till  the  next  day.' 

S  1440.  Demand  and  refusal.  It  has  been  held  to  be  neces- 
sary either  to  tender  a  deed  for  signature,  or  to  wait  a  reason- 
able time  for  its  preparation  by  the  vendor,  and  make  a  second 
demand.*  But  if  the  vendor,  on  the  first  demand,  positively 
refuse  to  convey,  nothing  more  need  be  done.^  An  averment 
of  demand  and  tender  is  necessary.* 

§  1441.  Description  of  property.      He  who  sells  property  on 
a  description  given  by  himself,  is  bound  in  equity  to  make  good 
tliat  description;  and  if  it  be  erroneous  in  a  material  point,  al- 
though the  variance  be  occasioned  by  mistake,  he  must  still 
remain  liable  for  that  variance^ 

2  Garwood  v.  Hastings,  38  Oal.  216.  An  aUegatlon  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  owner  of  certain  property  at  the  date  lie  contracted  to 
sell  it  to  the  defendants  is  immaterial,  if  he  was  the  owner  and  able 
to  make  delivery  thereof  when  the  time  for  performance  arrived. 
Kleeb  v.  Bard,  7  Wash.  St.  41. 

8  Rewrick  v.  Ooldstone,  48  Cal.  554. 

♦  Lutweller  v.  Linnell,  12  Barb.  512:  Racket  v.  Huson,  8  Wend. 
250;  Fuller  v.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  17:  see,  however.  Pearsoll  v.  Frazer, 
14  Barb.  564,  where  it  is  asserted  that  the  above  rule  is  a  rule  of 
evidence  merely,  and  need  not  bjB  set  forth  specially.  As  to  rases 
in  which  a  demand  is  necessary,  see  Bruce  v.  Tilson,  25  N.  Y.  VM. 

^  Carpenter  v.  Brown.  6  Barb.  147:  Driggs  v.  D wight,  17  Wend. 
74:  31  Am.  Dec.  283. 

•Beecher  v.  Conradt,  13  N.  Y.  110:  64  Am.  Dec.  535;  Lester  v. 
Jewett,  11  N.  Y.  453. 

^  McFerran  v.  Taylor,  3  Cranch,  270.  An  incomplete  description 
may  be  aided  by  extrinsic  parol  evidence  to  apply  it  to  the  subject- 
matter,  provided  the  land  can  be  thereby  identified,  and  a  new  de- 
scription is  not  introduced  into  the  contract.  But  the  complaint  must 
aver  the  necessary  extrinsic  matter,  to  show  in  connection  with  the 
d*  scription  what  particular  land  was  intended,  and  it  is  not  suffl- 
<?leut  In  an  action  for  damages  for  nonperformance  of  the  contract 
to  allege  that  by  an  Imperfect  description  contained  in  the  contract 
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f  1442.  Interpretation  of  contract.  In  Iowa,  the  law  will  con- 
0ti*ue  a  contract  to  be  a  mortgage^  rather  than  a  conditional  sale; 
etiU  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  is  the  true  test.* 

I  1443.  Performance  of  conditions.  Where  A.  sold  a  lot  of 
land  to  B.  and  delivered  possession,  and  in  a  written  contract 
respecting  the  same  it  was  stipulated,  among  other  things^  that 
in  the  event  that  B.  should  be  dispossessed  by  legal  judgment  at 
any  time  within  three  years,  A.  should  pay  back  to  B.  two  thou- 
sand dollars;  and  should  suit  be  brought  against  B.  for  the 
lot,  then  B.  should  notify  A.  of  it,  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
assist  in  the  defense  of  the  title,  it  was  held  that  the  giving  of 
the  notice  by  B.  to  A.  of  the  institution  of  suit  against  B.  for 
the  lot  was  indispensable  to  enable  B.  to  recover  of  A.  on  such 
contract.^  In  a  suit  on  such  contract,  B.  should  aver  that 
he  had  evicted  after  notice  to  A.  The  payment  of  the  money 
is  dependent  on  this  fact.^^ 

I  1444.  Bale  **  in  writing."  The  party  making  an  allegation, 
in  a  pleading,  that  the  sale  of  a  mining  clahn,  under  which  he 
claims  title,  was  in  writing,  is  not  thereby  precluded  from 
proving  that  the  sale  was  a  verbal  one.^^ 


I  1445.  Writing,  presumption  of.  If  a  complaint  avers  that 
a  contract  was  made  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  the  presumption 
is  that  it  was  in  writing.  ^^  A  finding  of  fact  in  such  case  need 
not  state  that  the  contract  was  in  writing.^' 

I  1446.  Performance  —  averment  of  eacense  for  nonperform- 


Form  No.  382, 

That  on  thf^ day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

and  before  the  time  for  performance  had  arrived,  the  defendant 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  had 
sold  said to  other  persons;  and  thai  relying  on 

the  parties  Intended  to  convey  certain  property,  nor  can  such  con- 
tract be  received  in  evidence  under  such  an  averment.  Marrioer  r. 
Dennison,  78  Cal.  202. 

•  Hughes  V.  Sheaff,  19  Iowa,  386. 

»  Benslesr  v.  Atwlll  12  Oal.  281. 

10  Id. 

11  Patterson  v.  Keystone  Mining  Co.,  30  Oal.  860. 
u  McDonald  v.  Mission  View  H.  A.,  61  Oal.  210. 
lild. 
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said  representation^  and  solely  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiff 
waA  not  prepared  to  receive  and  pay  for  the  same,  as  he  other- 
wise would  have  done.^* 

fi  1447.  The  sajne  —  for  damages  for  not  executing  conrey* 
anoe^  and  for  repaymenx  of  purdiase  money. 

Form  No.  383. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  aifc 

y  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment under  their  hands  and  seals^  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  [insert  copy], 

[Or,  I.     That  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

at ,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  that 

in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  dollars,  the  re- 
ceipt whereof  was  acknowledged  by  the  defendant  in  said  agree- 
ment, in  part  payment,  and  of  the  further  sum  of 

dollars,* for  which  defendant  agreed  to  take  a  note  secured  by 
a  mortgage  on  the  premises  hereinafter  described,  said  note 

and  mortgage  to  be  payable  in  one  year  from  the day 

of ,  18. .,  and  to  bear  interest  at  ten  per  cent. 

per  annum,  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy  from  the  defendant,  the  farm,  then 

the  residence  of  the  defendant,  in  the  town  of ^ 

county  of ,  and  state  of ,  contain- 
ing   acres  or  thereabouts,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars  per  acre,  and  that  the  defendant  would,  on  the  said 

........  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  the 

office,  in city,  between  the  hours  of 

o'clock  in  the  morning  and o'clock  in  the  evening, 

on  receiving  said  note  and  mortgage,  execute  to  the  plaintiff  a 
good  and  sufficient  conveyance  of  the  said  premises,  free  from  all 
incumbrances,  and  he  further  agreed  to  pay  to  this  plaintiff, 

on  failure  of  performance,    ,  . . . .    dollars,  liquidated 

damages.  And  the  plaintiff  agreed  that  he  would,  at  the  time 
and  place  above  mentioned,  on  the  execution  of  said  conveyance, 
make,  execute  and  deliver  to  the  defendant  the  note  and  mort- 
gage aforesaid.] 

n.  That  on  the day  of .,  18. .,  at 

[day  and  place  agreed],  the  plaintiff  demanded 

14  Clarke  v.  Crandall,  27  Barb.  73. 
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the  conveyance  of  the  said  property  from  the  defendant,  and 
tendered  to  the  defendant  a  note  and  mortgage  made  and  exe- 
-cuted  pursuant  to  the  agreement,  and  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
offered  to  the  defendant^  to  make  and  execute  the  note  and 
inortgage  agreed  on,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  defendant, 
and  duly  to  perform  all  his  agreements  under  the  said  cove- 
nant, upon  the  like  performance  by  the  defendant,  and  other- 
wise has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said  agreement 
on  his  part. 

III.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  again  demanded  such  conveyance 

[or  that  the  defendant  refused  to  execute  the  same  J. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  has  not  executed  any  conveyance  of 
the  said  property  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  has  he  repaid  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  said dollars  paid  by  this  plaintiff  to  the 

defendant  in  part  payment  for  said  property.^*^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1448.  Vendor  against  purchaser  for  breach  of  agreement 
to  purchase. 

Form  No.  384. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. . ,  at 

,  in  the  county  of ,  and  state  of 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an 

tigreement,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  of  which  the  following 
18  a  copy  [insert  copy]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the 

fsaid  property,  and  the  same  was  free  from  all  incumbrances,  as 
was  made  to  appear  to  the  defendant,  and  at  said  time  and 
place  he  tendered  to  the  defendant  a  sufficient  deed  of  convey- 
ance of  the  same  [or  wa*  ready  and  willing,  and  offered  to 
convey  the  same  to  the  defendant  by  a  sufficient  deed],  on  the 
payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  said  sum. 

Til.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same. 

[Demand  of  rlrDOMEXT.] 

t»  Sufficient  allegation  of  nondelivery  of  deed.  See  Beldier  t. 
Mnrphy,  81  Cal.  38. 
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§  1449.  AdmisBion.  lu  assumpsit  for  the  value  of  laad  con- 
\eyed  by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  in  consideration  of  an  oral 
])roniifie  by  the  latter  to  convey  other  land  worth  two  thousand 
dollars  to  the  plaintiff,  which  promise  defendant  now  refuses  to 
perform;  it  was  held  that  defendant's  agreement,  and  the  value 
of  the  land  to  have  been  conveyed  to  him,  might  be  proved  as 
an  admission  of  the  value  of  the  land  which  he  received.^** 

S  1450.  BresclBsion  of  contract.  In  order  to  rescind  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land,  on  the  ground  that  the  vendor  can  not  per- 
form it,  having  no  title,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  and  show  an  out- 
standing title  in  another.^^ 

f  1451.  Title.  If  the  true  owner  conveys  the  property  by 
any  name,  the  conveyance  as  between  the  grantor  and  grantee 
will  transfer  the  title.^® 

f   1462.  Averment  of  excuse  for  nonperformance. 

Form  No.  385. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  before 

tjie  time  for  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the  conditions  thereof  on 
his. part,  the  defendant  gave  notice  in  \^Titing  to  the  plaintiff 
that  he  had  determined  not  to  take  the  land;  and  the  defendant 
abandoned  the  agreement,  and  ever  since  wholly  failed  to  per- 
form it,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage dollars.^® 

A  refusal  before  the  time  specified,  if  relied  on  ai^  an  excuse 
for  nonperfonnance,  must  be  alleged  to  have  been  addressed  to 
the  party  alleging.^ 

i«  Basset  v.  Basset  55  Me.  127. 

17  Rlddell  V.  Blake,  4  Cal.  264.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
in  such  action,  he  must  allege  and  prove  that  he  has  x>erformed  all 
the  conditions  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  and  that  the  defendant 
is  in  default  as  to  the  conditions  to  be  performed  by  him.  Dennis 
V.  Strassburger,  89  Gal.  583.  Where  a  decree  requires  a  reconvey- 
ance of  property  to  the  plaintiff  on  payment  by  him  of  a  certain 
amount,  such  payment  becomes  a  condition  precedent  to  the  main- 
tenance of  an  action  to  enforce  the  conveyance,  and  a  complaint 
which  falls  to  allege  It  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.  Manandas 
r.  Hellner,  29  Oreg.  222. 

IS  Fallon  v.  Kehoe,  38  Cal.  44:  99  Am.  Dec.  347:  citing  Middleton 
V.  Findla,  25  Cal.  80.  To  same  effect  is  David  v.  Insurance  Co.,  83 
N.  Y.  285;  38  Am.  Rep.  418. 

i«  North's  Adm'r  v.  Pepper.  21  Wond.  G36. 

20Traver  v.  Halstead,  23  Wend.  6(5. 

Vol.  1—97 
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i  1453.  The  same  —  for  not  fulfilling  agreement,  and  for  d#* 
ftdency  on  resale. 

Form  No.  386. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintitf  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  four  fifiy-yara  lots,, 
situated  in  the  western  addition  of  the  city  and  county  of 

,  to-wit,  lots  1,  2,  5,  and  G,  in  block  No ; 

that  he  put  them  up  for  sale  at  auction  at  the  auction  rooms  of 

C.  D.  &  Co.,  No , street,  in  the  city  of 

,  on  the   day  of   ,   18..^ 

and  announced  before  the  commencement  of  the  sale,  as  a  part 
of  the  terms  of  sale,  that  ten  per  cent,  gf  the  purchase  money 
wafi,  on  the  day  of  sale,  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  to  the  auc- 
tioneers C.  D.  &  Co.,  and  that  if  any  purchaser  failed  to  make 
such  payment,  the  lots  would  be  resold,  and  the  purchaser 
be  charged  with  the  deficiency. 

II.  That  at  the  said  sale  A.  B.,  the  defendant,  bid  for  and 
became  the  purchaser  of  each  and  all  of  the  said  lots,  for  the 
price  of dollars,  gold  coin,  for  each  lot 

in.  That  the  said  defendant  did  not,  on  the  day  of  such 
sale,  or  at  any  other  time,  pay  ten  per  cent.,  or  any  part  of  the 
price  bid,  nor  the  purchase  money,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  of  such  neglect  of  payment,  and 
after  notice  given  to  the  defendant  of  the  time  and  place  when 
and  where  the  said  lots  should  be  resold  on  his  account,  and  that 
he  would  be  charged  with  the  deficiency,  the  said  lots  were  put 

up  to  resale,  and  resold  at  the  price  of dolhirs  for 

each  lot,  making  a  deficiency  of ^ . . .  doUaxs  upon  the 

said  four  lots. 

y.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  said  deficiency. 

f  Demand  op  Judgment.] 


I  1464.  Bights  of  Tendee.      When  the  property  has  been 
sold,  the  surplus  beyond  the  purchase  money  due  belongs  to 
the  vendee.* 

SI  Oouldln  V.  Buckelew,  4  Gal.  107. 


771  SALE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY.     §§  1455,  1456 

I  1455.  Vendor  against  executor  of  purchaeer. 

Form  No.  $8/. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  compIaanB^  and  allies: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

the  plaintiff  and  the  said  A.  B.  entered  into  & 

contract  in  writing,  under  their  respective  hands,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy  [copy  agreement]. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of ,'  18. .,  at 

,  the  said  A.  B.  died,  leaving  a  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, by  which  he  devised  the  said  property  as  follows  [set 
forth  devise]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  was  appointed  by  said  will  as  the 
executor  of  said  A.  B.,  and  by  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court 

of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state,  made  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  said  will  was  admitted  to 

probate,  and  the  defendant  was  then  appointed  and  duly  quali- 
fied as  such  executor. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  offered  to  the  defendant  to  convey  the  premises  to  him 
and  the  said  [other  devisees],  and  fully  to  perform  said  con- 
tract on  his  part,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  pay  the  money 
for  the  same,  pursuant  to  the  contract. 

V.  That  the  defendant  then  wholly  refused  to  do  so. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  sam^,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

9  1460.  Vendor    ag^alnst   purchaser,  for    real    property  eon- 
tracted  to  be  sold,  but  not  conveyed. 

Form  No.  388. 

[Tttlb.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  mutually  agreed  that 

the  plaintiff  should  sell  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant 

should  purchase  from  the  plaintiff  [the  house  and  lot  No , 

street],  for dollars.     The  following  is 

a  copy  of  said  agreement  [insert  copy.] 

II.  That  on  the   day  of  18. .,  at 

the  plaintiff  tendered  [or  was  ready  and  willing, 

and  offered  to  execute]  a  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance  of  the 
said  property  to  the  defendant,  on  pavment  of  the  said  sum,  and 
still  is  ready  and  willing  to  execute  the  same. 
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111.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said  sum^  nor  any 
part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

.    i  1457.  Bxeeato.      '^  Execute  '^  implies  delivery.^    It  alBo  im- 
plies subscription.^    An  allegation  of  readiness  and  willingness 
is  necessary.^ 

I  1457a.  Payment  and  delivery  —  mutual  agreements.  As  a 
general  rule,  where  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  and  convey- 
ance of  real  property  provides  that  the  deed  shall  be  delivered 
at  the  time  of  making  the  first  payment,  the  agreement  to 
pay  and  the  agreement  to  deliver  are  mutual  and  dependent 
agreements,  and  performance,  or  an  oifer  to  perform  by  the  pur- 
chaser, is  necessary  to  make  it  incumbent  upon  the  seller  to 
deliver  the  deed.^ 

I  1457b.  Sufficiency   of    complaint  —  judgment  on  pleadings. 

In  an  action  against  three  defendants  to  recover  the  purchase 
price  of  land,  a  complaint  alleging  that  the  deed  therefor  wad 
executed  to  one  defendant  at  the  request  of  the  other  two,  who 
were  the  real  purchasers;  that  the  grantee  named  in  the  deo<l 
executed  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  land  for  the  d«»- 
f erred  payment;  and  that  the  other  two  defendants,  at  the  saiuo 
time  and  as  part  of  the  same  transaction,  executed  a  bond  or 
guaranty  for  the  payment  of  said  sum, —  states  a  cause  of  action 
against  all  the  defendants.*  In  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  in  which  there  is  no 
denial  of  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  that  the  defendant 
was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action^ 
nor  a  denial  of  any  other  material  allegation  of  the  complaint, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  pleadings.^ 

22  1^  Fayette  Insurance  Oo.  v.  Rogers,  30  Barb.  491;  Hook  v. 
White,  36  Oal.  200. 

»  Cheney  V.  Cook,  7  Wis.  413. 

24  Beecher  v.  Conradt  13  N.  Y.  110;  64  Am.  Dec.  635.  An  aver- 
ment that  the  purchaser  is  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  property, 
and  make  payment  therefor  according  to  the  contract,  is  not,  under 
ordinary  circumstances,  equivalent  to  an  averment  of  payment,  or 
of  an  offer  to  pay.    Bailey  v.  Lay,  18  Ool.  405. 

»  Bailey  v.  T^y,  18  Col.  405. 

M  Hanna  y.  Savafre,  7  Wash.  St.  414. 

arid. 
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I  1457c.  Beeclssion  —  pleading  —  damages.  A  complaint  in 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  writing,  purporting  to  be  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land  belonging  to  a  corporation  defendant,  which 
alleges  that  certain  real  estate  agents,  who  signed  the  contract 
in  behalf  of  the  corporation,  pretended  they  had  authority  from 
the  corporation,  by  written  resolution  of  its  trustees,  to  contract 
for  the  sale  of  its  lands,  but  that  in  fact  they  had  no  sucli 
authority,  and  which  sets  out  the  contract  in  hacc  verba,  to 
which  the  corporate  seal  is  not  attached,  states  a  cause  of  action. 
And  this  is  so,  although  the  complaint  also  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  discovering  the  want  of  authority,  i)aid  a  part 
of  the  purchase  price,  and  that  the  corporation  refused  to  return 
the  amount  paid  upon  demand  of  the  plaintiffs,  claiming  the 
contract  to  be  valid  and  binding,  and  had  instituted  suits 
against  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  a  balance  due  on  the  contract.^ 
In  an  action  for  damages  for  fraud  in  procuring  a  release  of  a 
first  contract  of  sale,  and  in  indorsing  a  new  contract  for  other 
property,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  the  value  of  the  substitute 
property  as  well  as  that  of  the  property  first  agreed  to  be  sold, 
in  order  to  show  that  any  damage  has  accrued  from  the  fraud. 
If  the  action  is  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  first  contract,  and 
not  for  the  fraud,  the  fraud  should  not  be  alleged  by  way  of 
anticipation  of  an  expected  defense.  In  any  view  of  the  cause 
of  action,  if  the  complaint  avers  a  rescission  of  the  second  con- 
tract for  fraud,  it  must  show  damage  from  the  fraud  to  justify 
the  rescission,  and  must  aver  the  value  of  the  substituted 
property.^  In  an  action  by  a  vendor  to  set  aside  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  damages  for  anxiety, 
worry,  and  harassment  arising  from  the  fraudulent  conduct  of 
the  defendant,  and  for  expenses  in  taking  care  of  the  property 
contracted  to  be  sold,  and  not  recoverable,  and  allegations  in  the 
complaint  setting  out  such  damages  should  be  disregarded  as 
surplusage.*^ 

9  1457d.  Beecission  —  return  of  property  received  under  con- 
tract.     A  general  allegation  of  an  offer  by  the  purchaser  to 
rescind  the  entire  contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  and  to  restore 

28  Salfield  V.  Sutter  County,  etc..  Reclamation  Co.,  IH  Cal.  54ft. 

»  Mariner  v.  Dennison,  78  Cal.  202. 

80  Newman  v.  Smith.  77  Cal.  22.  Complaint  statinj?  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  repcission  of  lease  on  ground  of  fraud.  See  Wilson  v. 
Morlarty,  77  Cal.  586. 
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to  the  plaintiffs  all  and  every  part  of  the  premises,  is  sufficient  to 
support  a  judgment  setting  aside  the  sale,  and  requiring  the 
purchaser  to  account  and  return  all  property  received  under  the 
contract,  although  the  specific  allegations  as  to  tender  of  restitu- 
tion do  not  include  certain  small  items  of  personal  property 
which  had  been  thrown  into  the  trade,  and  although  tiie  value 
of  such  items  is  not  alleged.'^ 

81  Hill  ▼.  Wilson,  88  Oal.  92.  In  case  of  reBCiasion,  each  party  to 
the  contract  must  restore  to  the  other  everything  of  value  received. 
Fountain  v.  Water  Go.,  90  Cal.  677;  Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85  id. 
522;  Vineyard  Oo.  v.  Tuohy,  107  Id.  213;  Canham  v.  Piano  Manu- 
facturing Go.,  3  N.  Dak.  229. 


CHAPTEB  IX. 

UPON  UNDEBTAKINQS^  BONDS^  BTO. 

i  1458.  Short  form  —  on  undertakings  giveti  in  actioilik 

Form  No.  389. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  made  an  undertaking,  a  copy  of 

itrhich  is  hereto  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked 
^^  Exhibit  A." 

II.  That    thereafter,  at  ,  judgment  was  duly 

giTen  in  the  action  therein  mentioned  against  the  [plaintiff  J 

therein,  for  the  sum  of dollars,  no  part  whereof 

has  been  paid. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  an  execution 

thereon  against  the  property  of  ,  was  issued  to 

the  sheriff  of  said  county,  which  was,  on  the day  of 

,  18 . .,  returned  wholly  unsatisfied. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

[Annex  copy  of  undertaking.] 

I  14S8.  Action  on  undertaking.  If  a  provisionai  remedy  has 
been  allowed  in  an  action,  and  the  action  be  dismissed,  or  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit  entered,  the  undertaking  must  thereupon 
be  delivered  by  the  clerk  to  the  defendant,  who  may  have  his 
action  thereon.^  Upon  a  bail  bond  for  the  appearance  of  a 
person  arrested  in  proceedings  for  contempt,  if  the  undertaking 
be  prosecuted,  the  measure  of  damages  in  the  action  is  the 
extent  of  the  loss  or  injury  sustained  by  the  aggrieved  party  by 
reason  of  the  misconduct  for  which  the  warrant  was  issued,  and 
the  costs  of  the  proceedings.^  Fpon  any  undertaking  in  attach- 
ment givrn  in  pursuance  of  section  540  or  555,  California  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  suit  may  be  commenced  if  an  execution  upon 

1  See  Cal.  Code  CWll  Procedure.  §  581. 
«  Oal.  Code  Civil  Procedure,  §  1220. 
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the  judgiiieut  be  returned  unsatibfied,  in  whole  or  in  part;  or 
he  may  proceed^  as  in  other  cases^  upon  the  return  of  aa  exe- 
cution. 

i  1460.  Averments.  In  an  action  upon  an  undertaking  given 
on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  Superior  Court  for  the  pos- 
session of  real  estate,  for  costs  and  damages,  and  for  the  value 
of  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  Superior  Court  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  render  the  judgment  appealed  from.*  Nor  is  it  nect*s- 
sary  to  allege  that  the  undertaking  had  the  effect  to  stay  the 
execution  of  the  judgment,  if  it  appears  therein  that  proceed- 
ings for  the  execution  of  the  judgment  were  never  taken.*  If 
a  copy  of  the  undertaking  be  set  out  in  the  body  of  the  com- 
plaint, it  will  be  taken  and  considered  aa  a  part  thereof.*  A 
complaint,  in  such  case,  is  not  defective  because  it  contains  no 
averment  that  an  execution  had  been  issued  and  returned  un- 
satisfied, or  because  no  demand  for  payment  is  alleged  to  have 
been  made  on  the  principal.*  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  allege  tliat 
the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  was  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  premises  pending  the  appeal.!'  A  complaint  against  the 
obligors  in  an  undertaking  given  on  an  arrest  under  section 
182,  New  York  Code  of  Procedure,  must  show  the  recovery  of 
a  judgment  in  the  action  wherein  it  was  given,  by  the  defendant 
therein.  An  allegation  of  the  discontinuance  of  such  action  isi 
not  sufficient.® 

i  1461.  Breaches  and  damaj^es.  Taking  all  our  statutes  to- 
gether, the  obvious  design  was  to  put  an  undertaking  on  the 
same  footing  as  a  bond.*  Special  breaches  should  be  assigned 
in  all  cases.**  Where  the»condition  of  a  bond  is  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another,  the  condition  operates  merely  by  way  of  de- 
feasance. A  bond  should  be  sued  on,  setting  out  breaches  and 
damages."     It  is  in  general  sufficient  to  allege  the  breach  in 

sMnrdock  v.  Brooks,  38  Cal.  506. 

4  Id. 

»Id. 

•  Id. 

7  Id.    See,  also,  PJeper  v.  Peers  98  Cal.  42. 

s  Moses  V.  Waterbury  Button  Co.,  37  N.  T.  Sripr.  (5  J.  ft  Sp.)  Saa. 

»  Canfleld  v.  Bates,  13  Cal.  006. 

10  Western  Bank  v.  Sherwood.  29  Barb.  383. 

11  Baker  v.  Cornwall  4  Cnl.  15:  Postmaster-Oeneral  v.  Cross  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  326;  and  see  Morf^an  v.  Menzles  60  Cal.  341. 
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the  tennis  of  the  condition  oi  the  bond.^'^  A  declaration  on  a 
bond  givetn  to  prosecute  with  effect  a  writ  of  replevin,  where 
the  breach  assigned  iij,  "  that  the  suit  was  not  prosecuted  with 
effect/*  is  sufficient.^*  The  nonpayment  of  a  judgment  obtained 
against  the  administrator  may  be  assigned  as  a  breach  of  the 
condition  of  such  bond.^^ 

f  1462.  Conditioiis.  Where  the  bond  was  not  upon  the  record, 
and  the  complaint  did  not  specify  the  conditions,  it  was  held 
insufficient.^* 

I  1463.  Construction.  An  undertaking  on  an  attachment  is- 
an  original,  independent  contract  on  the  part  of  the  sureties, 
and  must  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  statute  which 
authorizes  it*®  If  a  word  is  omitted  by  mistake,  and  by  looking 
at  the  whole  undertaking  and  the  statute  it  is  apparent  what 
word  was  intended  to  have  been  inserted,  the  omitted  word 
may  be  supplied,  and  the  contract  read  as  if  it  had  been  ex- 
pressed^ without  first  reforming  it  by  supplying  the  omitted 
word.*^ 

S  1464.  Consideration.  Where  it  appears  that  the  instrument 
was  given  in  pursuance  of  a  statute  requirement,  in  a  form  pre- 
scribed thereby,  and  in  a  case  within  the  statute,  those  facts 
constitute  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  it,  though  it  be 
without  seal,  and  no  further  averment  of  consideration  is  neces- 
sary.^ The  complaint,  by  averring  that  it  was  sealed,  imports 
a  consideration;  it  is  not  necessarv  that  it  should  also  show 
that  it  was  within  the  statute.*®  An  undertaking  executed  by^ 
a  sheriff  before  releasing  property  which  he  has  ascertained  to 
be  exempt  from  execution,  is  void  for  want  of  consideration.** 

12  See  Bender  v.  Williams,  4  McLean,  677. 
18  Gorman  v.  Lenox,  Exrs.,  15  Pet.  115. 

14  People  V.  Dnnlap,  13  Johns.  437;  see  Frankel  v.  Stern,  44  Oal. 
168,  as  to  measure  of  damages. 

15  Woods  V.  Ralnoy,  15  Mo.  484:  and  see  Donaldson  v.  Butler 
County,  08  Id.  1«3;  .Tenner  v.  Stroh,  52  Cal.  504;  Crook  County  v. 
Buflbnell,  15  Ore^.  169. 

IS  Frankel  v.  Stern,  44  Cal.  168. 

17  Id. 

18  Slack  V.  Heath.  4  E.  D.  Smith.  95;  S.  O.,  1  Abb.  Pr.  831;  Oountr 
of  Montjromery  v.  Anchley,  92  Mo.  126. 

i»  Clark  v.  Thorp,  2  Bosw.  680. 
»  Servanti  v.  Lusk,  43  Cal.  238. 

P8 
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it  1465.  Defective  undertaking.  If  au  undertaking  has  been 
executed  to  the  defendant  by  a  wrong  name^  the  latter  has  his 
remedy^  and  may  describe  it  as  given  to  him,  and  may  show 
that  he  was  the  party  intended.^*  Where  a  mere  defective  un- 
dertaking has  been  bona  fide  given,  and  the  party  will  file  a 
good  one  before  the  case  is  submitted,  the  court  should  permit 
him  to  do  so.^ 

S  1406.  Demand.  Demand  upon  the  principal  is  necessary.^ 
But  a  demand  upon  the  defendant  is  unnecessary.^  But  if  a 
demand  is  necessary  by  the  special  terms  of  tlie  undertaking, 
it  should  be  averred. 

i  1487.  Description  of  instrument.  A  complaint,  in  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  statutory  undertaking,  which  contains  no  other 
description  of  the  instrument  than  an  allegation  that  it  corre- 
sponds with  the  provisions  of  a  certain  section  of  tiie  Practice 
Act,  is  defective.  The  defect,  however,  being  of  form  rather 
than  of  substance,  objection  to  it  must  be  taken  by  demurrer 
to  the  complaint.^ 

I  1468.  Estoppel.  In  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  upon 
an  undertaking  on  appeal,  the  defendants  are  estoj^ted  from 
denying  that  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  was  in  the  pos- 
session at  the  time  he  took  his  appeal  and  gave  the  under- 
taking.* 

I  1460.  Execution  averred.  If  execution  be  issued  in  a 
county  other  than  that  where  jucTgment  was  rendered,  it  may 
be  averred  as  follows:  That  on,  etc.,  a  transcript  of  said  judg- 
ment was  duly  iiled  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 

court  of  the judicial  district,  in  the  county  of 

3  and  on  the  same  day  an  execution  thereon  was 

M  Morgan  v.  Thrift,  2  Cal.  663. 

M  Coulter  V.  Stark.  7  Oal.  244;  Ounnlngham  v.  Hopkins,  8  Id.  SS. 

28  Nelson  y.  Bostwick,  5  Hill.  37;  40  Am.  Dec.  310. 

24  Brnst  T.  Bartle,  1  Johns.  Gas.  319.  Where  &  demand  Is  neces- 
sary to  fix  the  liability  of  sureties  to  an  undertaking,  if  must  he 
mnde  before  the  commencement  of  an  action  for  the  breach  of  the 
undertaking,  and  be  averred  in  the  complaint.  Morgan  v.  Menxles. 
65  Cnl.  243.  Sufficient  averment  of  demand.  See  Gardner  v.  Don- 
nelly, S^;  Oal.  367. 

2ft  Mills  V.  Oloason,  21  Oal.  274:  82  Am.  Doc.  758;  distinguished  In 
Tvnrtz  v.  Forquer.  94  Cal.  91. 

»  Mnrdock  v.  Brooks.  38  Cal.  59G. 
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ifibued  to  the  sheriif  oi  said  county,  which  has  been  returned 
wholly  unsatisfied. 

i  1470.  jQstilicatlon.  In  all  cases  where  an  undertaking  with 
suroties  is  required  by  the  provisions  of  this  Code,  the  officer 
taking  the  same  must  require  the  sureties  to  accompany  it  with 
an  affidavit  that  they  axe  each  residents  and  householders  or 
freeholders  within  the  state,  and  are  each  worth  the  sum  specified 
in  the  undertaking,  over  and  above  all  their  just  debts  and 
liabilities,  exclusive  of  property  exempt  from  execution;  but 
when  the  amount  specified  in  the  undertaking  exceeds  three 
thousand  dollars,  and  there  are  more  than  two  sureties  thereon, 
they  may  state  in  their  affidavits  that  they  are  severally  worth 
amounts  less  than  that  expressed  in  the  undertaking,  if  the 
whole  amount  be  equivalent  to  that  of  two  sufficient  sureties.'' 

I  1471.  On  an  undertaking  for  costs  of  appeal. 

Form  No.  390, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  judg- 
ment was  rendered  by  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of 

,  state  aforesaid,  in  favor  of    the  above-named 

plaintiffs,  against  one  C.  D.,  for  the  sum  of dollars; 

and  that  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  said 

C.  D.  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  said  state  from  the  said 
judgment. 

II.  That  upon  said  appeal  the  defendants  made  and  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  said  court,  for  the  use  of  these  plaintiffs,  their 
written  undertaking  and  justification  therein,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  [copy  undertaking]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

judgment  appealed  from  was  by  the  said  Supreme  Court  affirmed, 

and  the  sum  of dollars,  oosts  and  damages  on  the 

appeal,  was  awarded  against  the  appellant. 

TV.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

["Demand  of  Judgment.]  ® 

a^Oal.  Code  Civil  Procedure,  $  1057.  See,  as  to  bond  of  surety 
corporation  under  this  section  as  amended  In  1889.  Fox  v.  Hale  8c 
Norcross  Mlnlnjr  Co..  97  Cal.  353:  Oiitzell  v.  Pennie,  95  !d.  598. 

28  This  fwm  approved  In  Thalhelmer  v.  Crow,  13  C'Ol.  397.  400, 
holding  the  complaint  sufficient  where  it  sets  out  the  bond  and 
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S  1472.  Action  by  assignee.  To  enable  the  assignee  of  a 
judgment  to  sue  on  the  appeal  bond^  he  must  have  an  assign- 
ment  of  the  bond.^  An  assignment  which  purports  to  transfer 
to  the  assignee  all  the  rights  title^  and  iliterest  of  the  assignor 
in  the  undertaking,  '^  and  in  the  amount  thereby  secured,"  is 
broad  enough  to  enable  the  assignee  to  recover  for  use  aad 
occupation  pending  the  appeal,  and  costs.^ 

I  1478.  Appeal  dismissed.  Where  an  appeal  is  taken  to  the 
Supreme  Court  from  a  judgment  by  filing  notice  of  appeal  and 
undertaking,  and  the  appeal  is  afterwards  dismissed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  for  failure  of  the  appellant  to  send  up  a  traa- 
script,  the  sureties  are  liable  on  the  undertaking  on  appeal.^^ 
Where  an  appeal  is  withdrawn  or  dismissed  by  consent  of  botli 
parties,  without  being  called  to  a  final  hearing,  no  action  can 
be  maintained  on  the  appeal  bond.^  Where  an  appeal  \»  dis- 
missed on  motion  of  respondent,  based  on  written  consent  of 
the  appellant,  the  dismissal  operates  as  an  affirmance  of  the 
judgment,  and  charges  the  sureties  on  the  undertaking  on: 
appeal.** 

S  1474.  Delivery.  In  an  action  on  an  undertaking  on  appeal, 
it  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  the  delivery  of  the  undertaking 
if  the  complaint  show  that  it  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office.** 

I  1475.  Xzeeution,  issue  of.  An  averment  in  the  complaint 
in  a  suit  on  an  appeal  bond  that  execution  had  been  issued  on 
the  judgment  and  returned  unsatisfied  is  unnecessary.  The 
nonpayment  of  the  judgment  can  be  shown  without  issuing- 
an  execution.* 

I  1476.  Frivolous  appeal.  Damages  for  a  frivolous  appeal 
can  not  be  recovered  in  an  action  upon  the  undertaking  on 

aUeges  affirmation  of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  and  breach  of 
one  of  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  in  that  the  costs  upon  appeal  are 
due  and  unpaid. 

90  Moses  V.  Thome,  6  Cal.  87. 

so  Murdock  v.  Brooks,  38  Cat.  506. 

81  Bills  v.  Hull,  23  Oal.  160;  see  Moffat  v.  Greenwalt,  90  Oal.  968; 
Peiper  v.  Peers,  08  id.  42. 

ssosbem  v.  Hendrickson,  6  Cal.  175. 

n  Chase  v.  Beraud,  29  Cal.  138. 

M  Holmes  V.  Ohm,  23  Oal.  268. 

»  Tissot  and  Wife  v.  Darling,  9  Cal.  278;  Pieper  t.  Been,  96  UL 
42L 
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appeal,  unless  they  h&ve  been  specially  awarded  by  the  appellate 
court.** 

i  1477.  Final  Judgment.     It  need  not  be  alleged  that  the 
Judgment  was  final.^ 

I  147&  Judgment  reversed.  Where  an  appeal  bond  was  con- 
ditioned to  pay  the  judgment  appealed  from,  if  the  same  should 
be  afiirmed,  and  it  appeared  that  the  judgment  appealed  from 
was  reversed,  the  conditions  of  such  bond  were  not  broken, 
and  no  action  would  lie  thereon.^ 

S  1479.  Judgment  affirmed.  Under  the  usual  undertaking 
on  appeal,  if  the  judgment  be  afl&rmed,  the  liability  of  the  surety 
accrues  only  after  an  affirmance  upon  that  appeal  of  the  then 
existing  judgment.  An  interlocutory  order  of  affirmance  re- 
.  jierving  leave  to  answer  and  litigate  further,  followed  by  new 
pleadings  and  a  new  judgment  upon  the  new  issue,  does  not 
render  the  sureties  liable.^  An  undertaking  or  bond  was  con- 
strued to  relate  only  to  an  action  pending  against  the  obligees 
at  the  time  it  was  given.*^ 

I  1480.  Liability  of  suretiee.  The  sureties  on  an  undertak- 
ing are  entitled  to  stand  on  the  precise  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  there  is  no  way  of  extending  their  liability  beyond  the 
stipulation  to  which  they  have  chosen  to  bind  themselves.*^ 
And  a  judgment  against  the  principal  is  conclusive  against  the 
surety.^  But  an  undertaking  on  appeal  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  what  the  judgment  creditor  has  no  legal  right  to 
receive,  is  not,  as  to  such  condition,  binding  upon  the  sureties.^ 
The  sureties  on  an  appeal  bond  can  not  be  sued  until  the  judg- 
ment against  their  principal  is  in  a  condition  to  be  enforced  by 
execution.**  So  long  as  there  is  an  order  of  court  in  force, 
staying  execution  on  the  judgment  against  a  party  who  had 
appealed  from  a  lower,  courts  the  sureties  on  the  appeal  bond 
can  not  be  sued.*" 

^  Hathaway  v.  Davis,  33  C?al.  161. 
J"  Sutherland  v.  Phelps,  22  111.  91. 
38  Thane  v.  Rles,  10  Cal.  517. 
••»  Poppenhusen  v.  Seeley.  3  Keyes,  150. 
•    40  Beach  v.  Endreas,  51  Barb.  570. 
«Tarp€y  v.  Schlllenberger.  10  Oal.  390. 
43  Pico  V.  Webster,  14  Cal.  202:  73  Am.  Dec.  W7. 
4»  Whitney  v.  Allen,  21  Oal.  233. 
<4Pariiell  v.  Hancock,  48  Cal.  452. 
4STd. 
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I  1481.  Made  and  filed.  The  averment  in  the  second  alle- 
gation of  the  above  form,  that  the  defendants  made  and  filed^ 
etc.,  is  sufficient.^ 

i  I48d.  Partiee.  Where  defendant  executed  an  undertaidng 
on  appeal  to  husband  and  wife,  plaintiffs,  an  action  on  the 
undertaking  may  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  husband  and 
wife.*^ 

i  1483.  Bights  of  surety.  Whenever  any  surety  on  an  un- 
dertaking on  appeal,  executed  to  stay  proceedings  on  a  money 
judgment,  pays  the  judgment,  either  vrith  or  without  action 
after  affirmation  by  the  appellate  courts,  he  is  substituted  to 
the  rights  of  the  judgment  creditor,  and  is  entitled  to  control,, 
enforce,  and  satisfy  such  judgment  in  all  respects  as  if  he  had 
recovered  the  same.*^ 

i  1483a.  TTltimate  and  probative  facts.  An  allegation  in  & 
complaint  in  an  action  against  the  sureties  upon  an  undertaking 
on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  Justice^s  Court  that  the 
defendant  in  the  action  in  that  court  "  appealed  to  the  Superior 
Court  *'  from  the  judgment  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  the  ulti- 
mate fact  that  the  appeal  was  taken.  The  several  acts  per- 
formed in  taking  the  appeal  are  probative  facts,  and  should 
not  be  alleged.** 

I  1484.  Tbe  same  —  for  costs  and  damages  on  an  arrest 

Form  No,  jgi, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  heretofore  an  action  was  commenced  in  the  Superior 

Court  of  the  county  of ,  state  aforesaid  [or  other- 

wise  state  the  court],  against  this  plaintiff,  wherein  the  said 
A.  B.  made  application  to  the  Hon.  C.  D.,  judge  of  said  court, 
for  an  order  of  arrest  against  this  plaintiff,  whereupon  the^ 

defendants,  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

executed  and  filed  vrith  the  clerk  of  said  court, 

for  the  benefit  of  this  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  law,  a  written  un- 
dertaking, of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  undertaking]. 

4e  Gibbons  v.  Berhard,  S  Boew.  685;  but  compare  Perey  ▼.  SlalgM^ 
1  Wend.  518. 
47Tl880t  T.  Pnrllnfr.  9  CW.  278. 
4«0al.  CJode  Civil  Prooedure.  S  1059. 
« Moffat  y.  Oreenwalt  90  OaL  868. 
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II.  That  thereupon,  pursuant  to  said  application  and  under- 
takings an  order  was  made  by  the  judge  of  said  court  for  the 
arrest  of  this  plaintiff,  and  thereby  the  said  A.  B.  required  the 

sheriff  of county  to  arrest  this  plaintiff,  and  hold 

him  to  bail  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  this  plaintiff  was,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  the ,  under  said 

order,  and  was  unjustly  detained  and  deprived  of  his  libeity 

thereunder  for  the  space  of daySy  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

IV.  That  such  proceedings  were  afterwards  had  in  said  ac- 
tion that  this  plaintiff,  on  the day  of [ , 

18..,  recovered  a  judgment  therein,  which  was  rendered  by 
said  court  against  the  defendant  A.  B.,  for dollars. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  this  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  said  judg- 
ment and  damages  from  the  defendant. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1485.  On  an  undertaking,  (fti  release  from  arrest. 

Form  No.  392. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    , ,  18..,  at 

,  under  an  order  of  arrest  duly  granted  by  A.  B., 

a  judge  of  the court,  against  one  C.  D.,  in  an 

action  brought  in  the  said  court  by  the  plaintiff  herein  against 
the  said  C.  D.,  the  said  C.  D.  was  arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  tho 
county  of 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendants  undertook,  in  the  sum  of 

dollars,  that  the  said  C.  D.  should,  if  released,  render  himself 
at  all  times  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  court  during  the 
pendency  of  the  said  action,  and  to  such  as  might  be  issued  to 
enforce  the  judgment  therein,  a  copy  of  which  undertaking  is 
hereto  annexed,  marked  *'  Exhibit  A.'' 

IIT.  That  thereupon  the  said  C.  D.  was  released. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of 18. .,  judg- 
ment was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  action,  for 
dollars. 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  exe- 
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outioD  was  issued  agaiiii>t  the  property  of  the  said  C.  D.,  imder 
the  said  judgment^  but  the  sheriff  hafi  made  letum  that  no 
property  was  found. 

VJ.  That  on  the day  of .,  18. .,  ecie- 

cution  was  issued  against  the  person  of  the  said  C.  D.,  under 
the  said  judgment,  but  the  sheriff  has  made  return  that  he 
could  not  be  found. 

VII.  That  the  said  judgment  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part 

thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  undertaking,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.'*] 

I  1486.  Attachments.  On  a  bond  given  to  an  officer  to  be 
relieved  from  arrest,  on  an  attachment  conditioned  to  appear 
at  the  return  day,  an  allegation  of  nonappearance  is  sufficient.*^*^ 
On  an  attachment  for  a  contempt  the  complaint  must  state 
plaintiff's  connection  with  the  attachment  proceedings,  and  to 
what  extent  he  was  aggrieved  by  the  acts  of  defendant.^*  That 
the  order  for  the  attachment  was  duly  granted  is  sufficient.*^* 

I  1487.  Essential  averment  ^  complaint  on  a  recognizance 
in  a  criminal  case  should  aver  that  the  samB  was  filed  in  or 
became  a  matter  of  record  in  the  court  where  it  was  returnable.** 

§  1488.  Execution  must  be  averred.  In  an  action  upon  an 
undertaking  given  to  procure  a  discharge  from  arrest,  the  com- 
plaint is  bad  upon  demurrer  if  it  omits  to  aver  the  issuing  and 
return  of  an  execution  against  the  property  of  the  debtor  ar- 
rested, and  also  the  issuing  and  return  of  an  execution  against 
the  person.^     Execution  against  property  need  not  be  averred.'* 

§  1480.  Execution  against  the  person.  The  averment  of  the 
recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  proceedings  thereupon  had  sup- 
plementary to  execution,  and  the  issuance  of  attachment  for 
contempt,  under  which  the  instrument  sued  upon  was  executed, 
is  sufficient.^ 

M  Thomas  v.  Cameron.  17  Wond.  m:  Hart  v.  Selxas.  21  Id.  40. 

SJ  Raynor  v.  Clark,  7  Barb.  581. 

••^2  Code  Civil  Procedure,  S  456. 

r*a  Mendocino  County  v.  Lamar,  ao  C/al.  627.  The  complaint  need 
not  aver  that  a  demand  for  payment  was  made  on  the  sureties 
State  V.  Blesman.  12  Mont.  11. 

MOanntley  v.  Wheeler.  31  How.  Pr.  137. 

M  Renick  v.  Orsor.  4  Bosw.  3S4;  Crejfory  v.  Levy,  12  BartK  «ia 

<*  Kelly  V.  McCormick,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  503. 
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§  1480.  Indictment  found.  Where  a  bail  boad  is  given  to 
appear  and  answer  an  indictment,  the  complaint  must  aver  that 
the  indictment  was  found  or  is  pending.*^^ 

I  1481.  Becognizance.  In  an  action  in  the  District  Court 
upon  a  recognizance  of  bail  given  under  order  of  the  county 
judge  for  the  release  of  a  party  charged  with  larceny,  the  com- 
plaint need  not  aver  that  the  recognizance  was  certified  by  the 
Court  of  Sessions  to  the  District  Court,  nor  that  the  principal 
has  not  satisfied  the  judgment  of  forfeiture.  The  authorities 
that  such  certificate  and  averment  are  necessary  refer  to  pro- 
ceedings by  scire  facias  upon  a  record  of  the  recognizance  to 
which  the  accused  is  a  party.^  The  complaint  alleged  sub- 
stantially that  G.  was  indicted  for  gaming  and  arrested,  and  the 
defendant  executed  the  recognizance  which  is  set  out;  that 
(t.  appeared  at  the  first  terra  of  the  court  thereafter  and  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  case  continued  to  next  term,  at  which  time,  the 
case  being  called  for  trial,  6.  did  not  appear,  and  the  defend- 
ants, though  "  called,"  did  not  produce  his  body;  that  the  court 
then  made  an  order  forfeiting  the  recognizance,  and  that  the 
defendants  did  not  produce  the  body  of  G.  before  the  final 
adjournment  of  the  court.  Such  a  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action.^ 

a  1492.  On  an  undertaking  for  costs  and  damages  on  attach- 
ment. 

Form  No.  3Q3. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  'that  heretofore  an  action  was  commenced  in  this  court  "by 
the  defendant  A.  B.,  for  the  recovery  of  money,  against  this 

57  People  V.  Smith,  3  Oal.  271. 

w  People  V.  T^ve,  19  Cal.  676. 

B»  People  V.  Smith,  18  Oal.  498.  An  action  on  a  forfeited  ball 
bond  may  be  brought  in  the  name,  cither  of  the  people  or  of  the 
county,  and  the  district  attorney  is  authorized  to  brinp  the  action. 
People  V.  De  Pelanconi.  63  Cftl.  409.  In  an  action  of  debt  on  a  re- 
cognizance at  common  law.  the  utmost  strictness  ever  required  was 
that  the  declaration  should  state  it  with  certninty.  pursuing  the 
description  In  the  entry  of  recognizance,  and  should  allege  in  what 
court,"  at  whose  suit,  and  for  what  sum  the  defendants  acknowl- 
edged themselves  obligated,  also  that  it  should  be  averred  that  it  is 
a  record,  and  stating  the  breach  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
recocmlzance.  State  v.  McGuire,  42  Minn.  27,  29;  see  Prior  v.  Bodrle, 
49  M5oh.  200. 
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plaintiil^  whereia  the  said  A.  B.  made  application  to  the  clerk 
ul'  the  said  court  for  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  property 

of  this  plaintiff,  whereupon  the  defendant,  on  the   

day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  executed  and  filed 

with  the  clerk  of  said  court,  for  the  benefit  of  tliis  plaintiil, 
pursuant  to  section  539  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a  writ- 
ten undertaking,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of 
the  undertaking]. 

II.  That  pursuant  to  said  application  and  undertaking,  the 
clerk  of  said  court'  issued  a  writ  of  attachment,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  said  county,  whereby  the  said  sheriff  was  required  to 
attach  and  safely  keep  sufficient  property  of  this  plaintiff  to 
satisfy  the  demand  of  the  said  A.  B.  in  said  action,  to-wit,  the 
sum  of dollars,  together  with  costs  and  expenses. 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  said  attachment,  this^ 
plaintiff  was  engaged  as  a  merchant  in  selling  hardware  at 

wholesale,  at  No ,    street,  in  the  city  of 

in  said  counly;  that  the. sheriff  of  said  county, 

pursuant  to  said  writ  of  attachment,  entered  said  store  and 
removed  the  properly  of  this  plaintiff,  and  thereby  the  business 
of  this  plaintiff  was  utterly,  broken  up,  and  the  goods  attached 
became  unmarketable  and  useless,  and  this  plaintiff's  credit 

became  thereby  greatly  injured,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

TV.  That  such  proceedings  were  had  in  the  suit  aforesaid 

that  this  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,  18 .  .  ^ 

recovered  judgment  therein,  which  was  rendered  by  said  court 
against  the  said .  A.  B.,  plaintiff  therein,  for  the  sum  of 
dollars,  his  costs  of  defending  said  action. 

V.  That  on  the   day  of   18. . ,  at 

this  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  said 

judgment  from  said  A.  B. 

VI.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Jttdoment.I 

I  1483.  Principal  and  surety.     Where  the  surety  undertakes 
that  his  principal  shall  pay  any  judgment  to  be  rendered,  etc.. 
the  judgment  against  the  principal  is  conclusive  against  the- 
surety.*^ 

•opico  V.  Webster.  14  Cal.  202:  73  Am.  Deo.  fl47.  An  action  on 
an  undertaking  in  attachment  may  be  maintained  against  principal 
anfl  sureties  Jointly,  without  first  obtaining  judfrment  a^lnst  the 
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I  1484.  Statute,  how  pleaded.  Reference  to  statute,  as  m 
the  above  form,  is  sufficient.  The  court  is  bound  to  take  notice 
of  a  public  statute.®* 

I  1495.  On  an  undertaking  given  to  procure  the  discharge  of 
an  attachment. 

Form  ^0.  394, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18 . . ,  an 

attachment  against  the  property  of  C.  D.  was  issued  out  of  the 
court,  by  the  clerk  thereof,  in  an  action  com- 
menced by  A.  B.,  the  plaintiff  herein,  against  the  said  (L  D., 
the  defendant  herein,  to  recover  [state  what]. 

II.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of ^ 

18. .,  at ,  the  said  C.  D.  appeared  in  said  action, 

and  applied  for  a  discharge  of  said  attachment,  and  that  the 
defendants  herein,  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  thereupon  executed  and 
delivered  to  this  plaintiff  a  written  undertaking  pursuant  to 
law,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed  and  made  a  part  of  this 
complaint,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.*^ 

III.  That  upon  delivery  of  said  undertaking  the  said  attach- 
ment was  discharged  and  the  property  was  released,  and  that 

subsequently,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  said 

plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  the  said  C.  D.,  which  waa 

rendered  in  said  action,  for dollars,  damages  and 

costs,  which  judgment  was  entered  and  docketed  in  the  office 

principal.  Mattler  v.  Brind,  2  Col.  App.  439.  in  an  action  on  such 
undertaking,  which  was  signed  only  by  the  sureties,  thp  plalntiflPs 
in  the  attachment  suit  are  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  con- 
troversy adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  and  may  be  properly  Joined  with 
the  sureties  as  parties  defendant.  Hoskins  v.  White.  IZ  Mont.  70. 
In  an  action  againist  the  sureties  upon  an  attachment  bond,  the  com. 
plaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  when  it  alleges  the  execution  of 
the  bond  by  the  principals  without  alleging  that  the  sureties  joined 
in  the  execution,  although  It  may  set  out  a  copy  thereof  in  the  com- 
plaint to  which  the  names  of  the  sureties  are  appended.  Seattle 
Crockery  Co.  v.  Haley,  6  Wash.  St.  302.  And  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages on  such  bond,  an  allegation  In  the  complaint  that  the  defend- 
ants gave  a  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  not  that  they  executed  one,  Is  in- 
•  sufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  action.  Church  v.  Campbell,  7  Wash. 
St.  547.  Counsel  fees  for  defending  the  attachment  suit  can  not. 
T>e  recovered,  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  that  they  have  been 
ac'tnally  paid.  Elder  v.  Kntner,  97  Cal.  490. 
61  Qoelet  V.  Cowdrey,  1  Duer,  132;  Shaw  v.  Tobias,  3  N.  Y.  188. 
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of  the  clerk  of county,  on  the daj  of 

,  IS. ,,  and  that  said  judgment  ha^  not  been  paid. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  this 

plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendants  herein  payment  of  said 
judgment,  which  was  by  each  and  all  of  them  refused. 

V.  That  they  have  not  paid  the  same,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  undertaking,  marked  "  Exhibit  A."J** 

I  1486.  Consideration.  Where  defendant  appUes  to  the  court 
for  a  discharge  of  the  attachment,  and  an  undertaking  is  exe- 
cuted by  D.  &  R.,  reciting  the  fact  of  the  attachment,  and  that 
*^  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
release  from  attachment  of  the  property  attached  as  above  men- 
tioned," they  undertake  to  pay  whatever  judgment  plain ti If 
may  recover,  etc.,  and  the  court  makes  an  order  discliargin^r 
the  writ  and  releasing  the  property;  in  suit  against  the  suretii»s 
on  the  undertaking,  the  complaint  need  not  aver  that  the  proj)- 
erty  was  actually  released  and  delivered  to  the  defendant;  that 
as  tlie  consideration  for  the  undertaking  was  the  release  of  the 
property,  and  as  the  complaint  avers  such  release  in  consequence 
and  in  consideration  of  the  undertaking,  by  order  of  the  court, 
which  is  set  out,  the  actual  release  and  redelivery  of  the  prop- 
erty to  defendant  is  immaterial,  the  plaintiff  having  no  claim 
on  it  after  the  undertaking  was  given  and  the  order  of  relea8e 
made.®  The  recitals  in  statutory  undertakings  given  in  sucli 
cases  have  the  same  effect  and  are  to  be  construed  in  the  same 
way  as  bonds  making  the  same  recitals,  and  are  conclusive  of 
the  facts  stated.**  And  a  complaint  in  an  action  on  an  under- 
taking given  under  section  540  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proreduro 
of  California,  which  alleges  that  the  same  was  given  to  release^ 
certain  property  taken  under  attachment,  is  sustained  by  proof 
of  an  undertaking  which  recites  that  the  same  was  given  to 
prevent  a  levy.® 

ft  1487.  Averments  —  issue  of  attachment.    It    need    not    he 
alleged  that  the  attachment  was  duly  issued,  if  it  be  <<hown 

«2  For  a  fomi  of  complaint  In  such  eases,  consult  Oniyt  v.  Phillips. 
7  Abb.  Pr.  205. 
«3  McMillan  v.  Dana.  18  Oal.  339. 

«r.  MoNamarn  r.  Hnmmersly,  1  Wef»t  CJoast  Rep.  560;  McCutcheon 
r.  Woston,  0.'  Cal.  37. 
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that  it  wafi  issued  from  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction.^  And 
reciting  the  fact  of  a  levy  of  the  Avrit,  the  oomplaint  need  not 
aver  or  set  out  the  facts  which  authorized  the  issuing  of  the 
attachment.  The  recital  of  the  levy  estops  defendants  from 
denying  it,  and  the  levy  is  sufficient  without  averment  of  tlie. 
previous  proceedings.'^ 

I  1488.  Beleased  upon  delivery.  The  complaint  should  al- 
lege that  the  property  attached  was  released  upon  the  delivery 
of  the  undertaking.^  A  failure  to  do  so  is  fatal,  and  the  defect 
may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action.^  It  is  necessary  also  to  state  the  consideration  of 
the  undertaking;  a  mere  reference  to  the  condition  of  the  bond 
itself  is  insufficient.''® 

§  1489.  On  an  undertaking  given  in  claim  and  delivery. 

Form  No.  395. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  heretofore  this  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  in  the 

court,  against  A.  B.,  to  recover  poeeession  of 

specific  personal  property. 

II.  That  in  the  course  of  said  action  such  proceedings  of 
claim  and  delivery  under  and  pursuant  to  the  statute  were  had, 

that  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  defendants 

made  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  for  the  use  of  this  plaintiff, 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  their  written  undertaking,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  the  undertaking]. 

ni.  That  the  personal  property  referred  to  in  said  under- 
taking was  delivered  [or  released]  to  the  said  A.  B.,  defendant 
in  said  action,  pursuant  to  said  undertaking,  and  to  a  requisi- 
tion of  said  A.  B.,  defendant  in  said  action,  made  pursuant  to 
law,  and  said  undertaking  was  thereupon  delivered  to  this 
plaintiff. 

IV.  That  such  proceedings  were  afterwards  had,  that  on  the 
day  of ,  18. .,  a  verdict  in  the  Superior. 

w  Cmyt  v.  PhUllps,  7  Abb.  Pr.  205. 

•7  McMillan  v.  Dana,  18  Cal.  389;  Gregory  v.  Levy,  12  Barb.  610. 
^Williamson  v.  Blattan,  9  Oal.  500. 
«Td.;  Jenner  v.  Stroh,  52  Cal.  504. 

70  Palmer  v.  Melvin,  6  Oal.  651.  Sufficient  allejiratlon  of  demand 
made  upon  defendant.    See  Gardner  v.  Donnelly,  86  Cal.  367. 
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Court  of  the  county  of was  readered  against  the 

said  A.  B.,  wherein  the  value  of  the  said  property  was  found  to 

be   dollars,  whereupon  judgment  was  rendered 

against  A.  B.,  the  defendant  therein,  that  the  plaintiff  recover 

possession  of  said  property,  or  the  sum  of dollars, 

in  case  a  delivery  could  not  be  had. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  returned  said  proi)erty,  nor 
otherwise  paid  or  satisfied  sai|J  judgment. 

VI.  [State  demand,  where  that  is  necessar}'.J 

VII.  That  this  plaintiff  thereafter  caused  execution  to  be 
issued  on  said  judgment  against  the  said  defendant,  A.  B.,  which 
execution,  has  been  returned  wholly  unsatisfied. 

VIII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  said  judgment,  nor 

any  part  thereof. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1500.  Action  by  assignee.  In  an  action  by  the 'assignee 
of  an  undertaJcing  given  in  proceedings  of  claim  and  delivery, 
it  is  sufScient,  by  way  of  showing  plaintiff's  title,  to  allege  that 
the  undertaking  was  duly  assigned,  etc.,  to  him,  without  alleging 
that  the  judgment  in  the  action  was  also  assigned.''^  When  the 
action  is  brought  by  the  assignees  of  only  a  portion  of  the  prom- 
isees, there  is  a  defect  of  parties;  all  the  promisees  should  be 
represented.'^^  Where  a  replevin  bond  substantially  conforms  to 
the  act,  the  assignee  of  the  defendants  can  maintain  an  action 
upon  it.'^' 

§  1501.  Consideration.  The  averment  of  delivery  and  release 
is  an  averment  of  consideration,  and  must  be  stated,  even  if 
the  undertaking  was  under  seal.''*  But  if  the  undertaking  re- 
cites the  performance  of  the  condition,  a  complaint  setting  forth 
the  undertaking  need  not  also  aver  performance.'"* 

§  1502.  Delivery  and  release.  It  must  be  averred  that  the 
property  was  delivered  or  released.'^' 

§  1503.  Demand.  No  demand  need  be  averred  where  judg- 
ment was  returned  unsatisfied.''^ 

71  Moranfire  v.  Mudf^e,  6  Abb.  Pr.  243. 
•    72  Bowdoln  V.  Ooleman,  6  Duer,  182;  3  Abb.  Pr.  431. 
78  Win^ate  v.  Brooks,  a  Cal.  112. 
74Nirker8on  v.  Chnttprton,  7  Oal.  568. 
7»MoMinaii  V.  Dnnn,  18  Cal.  339. 

7rt  T»alirer  v.  Melvfn.  fi  Cal.  (VSl :  Williamson  v.  Blattap.  ft  M.  KOO. 
77  Bowdoln  V.  Coleman.  3  Abb.  Pr.  431;  Slack  v.  Heath,  1  Id.  331. 
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§  1504.  Eacts  authorizing  issue  of  process.  The  complaint 
returixed  need  not  aver  that  it  was  taken  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute.  It  is  enough  that  the  instrument  set  forth  is  in  accord- 
iince  ¥ath  the'statute.*^^ 

i  1505.  Interest  awarded.  Upon  an  undertaking  given  in  an 
action  of  claim  and  delivery,  for  the  payment  of  a  fixed  sum, 
and  not  conditioned  for  the  return  of  the  goods,  interest  may 
be  awarded  upon  the  amount  of  the  penalty  from  the  date  of 
judgment  in  the  original  action;  because  after  the  recovery  the 
sureties  are  in  default,  and  the  neglect  to  pay  puts  them  in 
the  wrong.^® 

§  1506.  Joint  bond.  No  recover}'  can  be  had  on  a  bond  pur- 
porting to  be  a  joint  bond  of  the  principal  and  sureties,  but 
isigned  by  the  latter  only.®°  Otherwise,  as  to  undertakings 
under  our  system.  They  are  original  and  independent  contracts 
on  the  part  of  the  sureties,  and  do  not  require  the  signature 
of  the  principal.®^ 

I  1507.  Judgment  in  the  alternative.  The  complaint  should 
show  that  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  alternative.*^  It  must 
bo  averred  that  neither  had  the  property  been  returned  nor  tlie 
specified  value  thereof,  as  fixed  by  the  judgment  in  the  original 
suit  paid.® 

S  1508.  Liability  of  sureties.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  re- 
plevin gives  the  statutory  undertaking,  and  takes  possession  of 
the  property  in  suit,  and  is  afterwards  nonsuited,  and  judg- 
ment entered  against  him  for  the  return  of  the  property  and 
for  costs,  his  sureties  are  liable  for  damages  sustained  by  de- 
fendant, by  reason  of  a  failure  to  return  the  goods,  but  not 
for  damages  for  the  original  taking  and  detention  —  the  value 
of  the  goods  not  having  been  found  by  the  jury.®*  If  an  under- 
taking in  an  action  in  replevin  commenced  in  a  Justice's  Court 
limits  the  liability  of  the  persons  who  execute  it  to  a  judgment 

78  McMillan  v.  Dana.  18  Cal.  339:  Shaw  v.  Tobias,  3  N.  Y.  188; 
Gregory  v.  Levy,  12  Barb.  610. 

79  Emerson  v.  Booth,  .51  Barb.  40. 

«»CIty  of  Sacramento  v.  Dunlap,  14  Cal.  421. 

RUd. 

w  Nickorson  v.  Ohatterson.  7  Cal.  568. 

raid. 

«4  Ginica  v.  Atwood.  8  Cal.  446. 
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for  the  return  of  the  property  rendered  by  the  justice,  and  such 
judgment  i8  not  rendered  in  the  Justice's  Court  a  recovery  caii 
not  be  had  upon  the  undertaJdng^  even  if  on  appeal  such 
judgment  is  rendered  by  the  County  Court.®*^  Otherwise, 
if  the  statutory  form  of  the  undertaking  is  followed.**  A  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  defendant  which  does  not  award  him  a 
return  of  the  property,  does  not  impose  any  liability  upon  the 
sureties.®^ 

S  1509.  Beference  to  section  of  act.  A  complaint  upon  an 
undertaking  given,  under  the  provisions  of  a  statute,  which  con- 
tains no  other  description  of  the  instrument  than  an  allegation 
that  it  corresponds  with  the  provisions  of  such  statute,  is  de- 
fective.®® The  material  portions  of  the  undertaking  should  be 
set  forth;  but  it  will  be  at  most  only  a  defect  of  form,  and 
objection  must  be  taken  by  demurrer.®® 

§  1510.  Value  of  property.  The  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  unless  it  aver  that 
the  value  of  the  property  was  found  by  the  jury,  and  that  an 
alternative  judgment  was  rendered.^ 

§  1511.  On  an  undertaking  given  in  injunction. 

Form  No.  396, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  in  an 

action  brought  by  C.  D.  against  this  plaintiff,  an  injunction 
issued  out  of  this  court,  was  served  on  this  plaintiff,  enjoining 
him  from  [state  effect  of  the  injunction]. 

II.  That  upon  the  issuing  of  the  said  injunction,  the  de- 
fendants gave  an  undertaking  required  by  section  529  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  [or  by  law],  of  which  the  following' 
is  a  copy  [copy  of  undertaking]. 

8B  Mltchum  T.  Stanton.  49  Oal.  302. 

Mid. 

arid. 

88  mIUb  v.  Gleaaon,  21  Cal.  274. 

^Td.  Ar  to  manner  of  pleading  In  such  cases,  consult  Bow- 
doin  V.  Coleman.  .3  Abb.  Pr.  4.S1;  Stack  v.  Heath,  1  id.  331: 
Rayner  v.  Clarlc,  7  Bnrb.  581:  Loomls  v.  Brown,  16  id.  325: 
Ore^ry  v.  Levy,  12  id.  610:  Ooiild  v.  Warner.  3  Wend.  54:  Phillips 
V.  Price.  3  Man.  *  S.  1«0:  Page  v.  Earner,  1  Boe.  ft  P.  SW,  n. 

w  Olary  v.  RoUand,  24  Oal.  147. 
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III.  That  such  proceedings  were  had  in  the  said  action  that 
it  was  finally  decided  by  the  court,  and  tliereby  adjudged,  that 
the  said  C.  D.  was  not  entitled  to  the  said  injunction. 

IV.  That  the  damages  sustained  by  this  plaintiff,  by  reason 

of  the  said  injunction,  amounted  to  the  sum  of 

dollars,  and  interest  thereon  from  the day  of , 

which  the  court  on  that  day  awarded  to  this  plaintiff. 

V.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid, 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1512.  Damages.  Where  an  officer  is  enjoined  from  paying 
over  money  in  his  hands,  legal  interest  only  can  be  recovered 
as  damages  for  its  detention,  in  an  action  on  the  injunction 
bond.®*  To  recover  damages  for  the  wrongful  issuing  of  the 
writ,  it  was  held  that  the  amount  paid  to  counsel  as  a  fee  to 
procure  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  was  properly  allowed 
as  part  of  the  damages.®^  So  held  also  when  an  order  to  show 
cause  why  an  injunction  should  not  issue  was  made,  though  the 
fee  was  paid  after  the  return  of  the  order  to  show  cause,  pro- 
vided the  retainer  was  before  that  date.^ 

f  1513.  Damages  must  be  averred.  In  an  action  against 
the  sureties  on  an  injunction  bond,  the  condition  of  which  is 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  suit  for  whom  the  sureties  undertook 
should  pay  all  damages  and  costs  that  should  be  awarded  against 
the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  issuing  of  said  injunction  by  any 
competent  court,  and  the  complaint  did  not  aver  that  any 
damages  had  been  awarded,  it  was  held  that  such  complaint  is 
fatally  defective.®* 

§  1514.  Enjoining  payment  of  money.  M.,  a  sheriff,  had  in 
his  hands  money  belonging  to  L.,  which  he  had  collected,  on 
an  execution  in  favor  of  L.  &  D.,  against  S.  W.  &  C.  commences! 
an  action  against  M.  &  L.,  and  others,  to  enjoin  M.  from  paying 
the  money  to  L.,  and  procured  a  preliminary  injunction,  which 
was  served  on  M.  alone,  but  L.  appeared  in  the  action  and 

•1  Lally  V.  Wise.  28  Oal.  539. 

MAh  Thale  v.  Quan  Wau  et  nl.,  8  Cal.  216:  Parker  v.  Bond,  5 
Mont.  1:  see  Biistamente  v.  Stewart.  55  Cal.  115. 

M  Prader  v.  Grim.  13  Cal.  585. 

»4  Tarpey  v.  Shlllenberger,  10  Csl.  390.  The  allegation  of  freneral 
damages  only  In  the  complaint  In  an  action  on  an  ininnotlon  bond. 
■^111  not  authorize  the  proof  of  any  special  damaees  which  must  be 
alleged  before  they  can  bp  proved.    Parker  v.  Bond,  5  Mont.  1. 
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defended.  The  injunction  bond  ran  to  all  the  defendants.  It 
was  held  that  L.  could  maintain  an  action  for  damages  on  the 
injunction  bond.*^ 

I  1515.  Obedience  to  injunction.  Mere  obedience  upon  no- 
tice of  issuance  of  injunction  is  sufficient^  if  alleged.^ 

i  1516.  Service  of  injunction.  An  allegation  that  injunction 
was  served  imports  a  legal  service.*^ 

I  1517.  Statement  of  trial  on  injunction.  It  is  sufficient  to 
allege  that  an  injunction  was  granted  by  a  court  or  judge,  that 
issues  were  joined  and  judgment  rendered.®* 

I  1518.  Who  may  Join.  All  obligees  on  an  injunction  bond 
may  join  as  plaintiffs,  whether  their  several  claimB  be  simiiaF 
or  not.^ 

§  1510.  On  a  bond  or  undertaking,  condition  only  set  forth. 

Form  No.  jp/. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  [state  the  penalty]. 

II.  That  said  obligation  was  upon  the  express  condition  there- 
under written,  that  if,  etc.  [set  forth  the  words  of  the  condi- 
tion], the  said  obligation  was  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain 
in  full  force. 

in.  [Allege  breaches  as  in  other  cases.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

w  LaUy  v.  Wise,  28  Oal.  539. 

M  Cumberland  Coal  and  Iron  Co.  v.  Hoffman  Steam  Ooal  Co.,  15 
Abb.  Pr.  78. 

VT  Loomis  V.  Brown,  16  Barb.  325. 

wid. 

90  Id.  A  complaint  which  contains  two  counts,  one  for  damaireB 
afiralnst  the  plaintiff  in  an  Injunction  suit,  and  the  other  af^nst  the 
sureties  upon  the  injunction  bond,  but  which  fails  to  aver  either 
malice  or  want  of  probable  cause  in  the  issuance  of  the  writ  of  In- 
junction, fails  to  state  any  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff  In 
the  injunction  suit.  Ascvado  v.  Orr,  100  Cal.  293.  The  plaintiff  in 
the  injunction  suit  is  not  liable  upon  the  injunction  bond,  if  he  was 
not  a  party  to  the  undertaking.  Id.;  Ohiradelll  v.  Bourland,  32  OaL 
58a 
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I  1520.  Breach  of  condition  —  the  basis  of  the  action.  The 

breach  of  the  conditions  of  a  penal  bond  constitutes,  in  fact, 
the  basis  of  the  plaintiff's  action,  and  it  should  be  assigned  with 
certainty  and  particularity,  so  as  to  show  the  injury.^^  In 
general,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  breach  in  the  terms  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond.^^^ 

§  1521.  Notice.  Notice  to  the  representative  and  a  demand 
upon  him  are  not  always  essential.^®^  It  is  not  necessary  to 
aver  notice  to  the  sureties,  nor  to  state  who  was  the  applicant 
for  the  order  for  prosecution.^^ 

§  1522.  Parties.  In  an  action  on  a  bond  or  written  under- 
taking, there  can  be  no  constructive  parties  jointly  liable  with 
the  proper  obligors.*^ 

§  1523.  Penal  bonds.  In  actions  on  penal  bonds,  the  com- 
plaint must  specifically  assign  the  breaches  for  which  the  action 
is  brought  ;^^  thus,  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  a  party  shall  pay 
on  a  certain  contingency  or  on  demand,  or  for  an  uncertain 
sum,  breaches  must  be  assigned.^^  Also  a  bond  given  on  a  plea 
of  a  title  before  a  justice. ^^  But  not  a  bond  payable  in  money 
by  installments.*^  Nor  to  bonds  payable  in  money  only,  which 
may  be  brought  under  actions  on  written  instruments. 

loociampbell  v.  Strong,  Hempst.  265;  Dixon  v.  United  States,  1 
Brock.  177;  Postmaster-General  v.  Gross,  4  Wash.  O.  G.  326. 

101  Berger  v.  Williams,  4  McLean,  577;  Gorman  v.  Lenox,  15  Pet. 
115. 

103  People  V.  Rowland.  5  Barb.  449. 
.  108  People  V.  Falconer,  2  Sandf.  81. 

104  Lindsay  v.  Flint  4  Oal.  88. 

106  Baker  v.  Cornwall,  4  Cal.  15;  Munro  v.  Alalre,  2  Oai.  319; 
Bumsey  v.  Matthews,  1  Bibb,  242;  Burnett  v.  Wylle,  Hempst  197: 
and  see  Haasel  v.  Waters,  3  Cranch  G.  O.  682;  Western  Bank  v. 
Sherwood,  29  Barb.  Sas. 

106  Nelson  V.  Bostwiok,  5  Hill.  37:  40  Am.  Dec.  310.  In  a  declara- 
tion in  debt  on  a  penal  bond  payable  to  an  individual,  there  must  be 
an  averment  of  the  nonpayment  of  the  penalty,  but  it  i.s  otherwise 
In  cases  of  official  bonds,  payable  to  the  state.  State  v.  Phares,  24 
W.  Va.  657;  Rigg  v.  Parsons,  29  id.  522. 

107  Patterson  v.  Parker,  2  Hill,  598. 

iQS  Harmon  ▼.  Dedrlck,  3  Barb.  192;  Spaulding  v.  Millard,  17  Wend. 
881. 
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I  1524.  On  arbitration  bond  —  refusal  to  comply  with  award. 

Farm  No,  398. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintifl  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  in  consideration  of  certain  questions  in  difference 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant^  and  of  a  certain  bond  executed 

by  this  plaintiff  to  the  defendant^  the  defendant^  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  made  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  an  undertakings  conditioned  to  abide  the 

award  of upon  said  question  of  difference;  a  copy 

of  which  undertaking  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.'^ 

II.  That  said undertook  the  arbitration  thereof 

on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at y 

and  duly  published  their  award  in  writing  upon  the  matter  sub- 
mitted, and  delivered  the  same  to  the  parties,  and  ther^y 
awarded  that  the  defendant  should  [state  terms  of  the  award], 
a  copy  of  which  award  is  hereto  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  com- 
plaint, marked  "  Exhibit  B." 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  bond  and  of  said  award  on  his  part. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  notice 

of  said  award  was  given  to  the  defendant. 

V.  That  the  defendant  has  not  [state  the  breach]. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copies  of  Exhibits  "A**  and  "  B.^*] '" 

I  1626.  Award  of  payment  at  a  future  day.  Where  the  award 
directs  payment  at  a  future  day,  and,  pursuant  to  authority  given 
in  the  submission,  requires  the  debtor  to  give  security  for  ita 
payment,  an  action  lies  upon  the  arbitration  bond,  upon  the 
refusal  to  give  security,  without  waiting  till  the  time  of  pay- 
ment."^ 

I  1626.  Amig^ment  of  breach  for  revoking^  arbitrator's  poirer. 

Form  No,  jpp. 

That  thereafter,  and  before  the  matters  aforesaid  were  finally 
passed  upon  by  said  arbitrator,  the  defendants,  by  writing  un- 
der their  hands  and  seals,  delivered  to revoked 

the  powers  of  the  arbitrators,  and  notified  said  

that  they  would  not  abide  by  the  award  of  said  arbitration.*" 


109  For  authcHities  upon  forms  of  complaints  in  such  actloiui. 
Myers  v.  Dixon,  2  HaU,  456;  M'Kinstiy  v.  Solomons*  2  Johns.  57: 
8.  C,  13  id.  27. 

110  Bayne  v.  Morris,  1  Wall.  97. 

111  Where  the  defendant  revoked  the  arbitrator's  powers  before 
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I  1527.  On  a  bond  far  the  faithful  accounting  of  an  agent. 

Form  No.  400. 
[TiTLB.] 

Hixe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  it  was  agreed  between  this  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B., 

that  the  said  A.  B.  should  solicit  and  collect  subscriptions  for  a 
[state  what],  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  said  A.  B. 
[state  terms  of  payment]  for  such  service,  and  that  the  said  A. 
B.  should  faithfully  account  to  this  plaintiff  for  all  [property] 
intrusted  to  him,  and  should  faithfully  pay  over  all  moneys 
collected  by  him  under  authority  of  said  agreement. 

II.  That  in  consideration  of  said  agreement,  the  defendant 
made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  an  undertaking  in  writing, 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  perform- 
anoe  by  said  A.  B.  of  the  terms  of  said  agreement  on  his  part; 
a  copy  of  which  undertaking  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  "  Ex- 
hibit A." 

III.  That  thereafter  the  said  A.  B.  did  solicit,  collect,  and 
receive  divers  sums  of  money,  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
under  the  aforesaid  agreement,  which  sums  he  has  failed  to 
render  up,  account  for,  or  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  requested  the  said  A.  B.  to  account 

for  and  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  such  sums,  and  thereupon  de- 
manded payment  from  him  of  the  same,  according  to  the  terms 
of  said  undertaking. 

V.  That  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
[Annex  copy  of  "  Exhibit  A.'^ 

f  1628.  EsMntial  aTerments  —  roqueet  —  sale  and  accounting. 

Request  is  a  condition  precedent  in  a  bond  to  account  on  re- 
quest."^ and  a  sale  must  be  averred,  with  a  refusal  to  account 
therefor.**^  » 

the  submisalon  was  aotuany  made  a  nile  of  oonrt,  the  plaintiff 
should  assign  the  revocation  as  a  breach— not  the  nonperformance 
of  the  award.  Frets  v.  Frets,  1  Cow.  .^^5:  William  v.  Maden,  9 
"Wend.  240 

112  Davis  V.  Gary,  15  0.  B.  418:  S.  C,  69  Bnjr.  Oom.  L.  416. 

"8  Wolfe  V.  Lnyster,  1  Hall,  161. 
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I  1629.  On  a  bond  for  the  fidelity  of  a  clerk. 

Form  No.  401, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18. '.,  at 

y  the  plaintiff  being  then  about  to  employ  one  A. 

B.  as  a  clerky  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  under 
his  hand  and  seal^  that  if  the  said  A.  B.  should  not  faithfully  per- 
form his  duties  as  a  clerk  to  the  plaintiff,  or  should  fail  to  ac- 
count to  the  plaintiff  for  all  moneys,  evidences  of  debt,  or  other 
property  received  by  bim  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  whatever  loss  he  might  sus- 
tain by  reason  thereof,  not  exceeding dollars. 

II.  That  between  the day  of .,  18. ., 

and  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  said  A. 

B.  received  moneys  and  other  property,  amounting  to  the  value 

of dollars,  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff^  for  which. 

he  has  not  accounted  to  him. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1580.  Application  of  bond.  Such  a  bond  applies  to  the 
honesty  of  the  clerk,  and  not  to  his  ability,  and  the  sureties  are 
not  responsible  for  loss  arising  from  a  mere  mistake;^^^  unless 
the  clerk  conceals  deficiencies,  and  for  this  purpose  makes  false 
entries  in  the  books.^^* 

I  1581.  Consideration.  Appointment  to  office  and  its  emol- 
uments is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  obligation  of 
sureties  for  fidelity.*** 

I  1588.  Faithful  discharge  of  duties.  In  a  suit  on  a  bond 
to  secure  faithful  performance  of  various  duties  of  secretary  and 
treasurer  to  a  private  association,  if  the  defendant  who  was  a 
surety  (the  principal  being  dead),  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and 
conditions,  and  pleaded  general  performance,  it  is  sufficient."'' 
Where  an  inhabitant  of  a  town  acted  as  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  ^ave  a  bond  with  sureties  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  justice,  the  fact  that  no  law  required  him  to  give 

.  iw  TTnion  Bank  v.  Glossy.  10  Johns.  271. 
M«  Id. 

n«  United  States  v.  Linn,  15  Pet.  290. 
117  Jackson  v.  Rnndlet,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  381. 
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bond  would  not  a&ect  the  validity  of  the  im^trument  as  a  oom- 
mon-law  obligation.^^* 

§  1633.  On  an  official  bond. 

Form  No.  40^, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  made  and  delivered  his  bond  or  writing 

obligatory,  sealed  with  his  seal,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
[copy  bond]. 

II.  [Set  forth  breach.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
The  cause  of  action  accrues  when  consequential  injury  has 
followed  official  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance,  and  not  before.^^^ 
It  is  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  the  existence  of  conditions 
and  circumstances  requiring  some  official  action  on  the  part 
of  the  officer,  and  that  the  injury  sought  to  be  redre86ed  was  in- 
flicted while  the  officer  was  so  attempting  to  act,  or  on  account 
of  his  failure  to  act  at  all.^**  Sureties  on  an  official  bond  are 
liable  only  for  a  breach  of  official  duty  committed  by  their 
principal  during  the  term  of  office  for  which  the  bond  was  given, 
and  the  fact  that  the  breach  occurred  during  such  term  must  be 
alleged  in  the  complaint.^*^ 

§  1534.  Allegation  of  breach  —  for  neglect  of  sheriff  to  lerry. 

Form  No,  403. 

That  said  sheriff  did  not  execute  said  process,  but  although 
there  was  then  within  his  county  teal  and  personal  property  of 
which  he  might  have  levied  the  moneys  thereby  directed  to  be 
levied,  he  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
lost  his  said  debt. 

f  1536.  Allegation  of  breach  —  for  neglect  to  sell  after  leivy. 

Form  No.  404. 

That  the  said  sheriff  bv  virtue  thereof  on  the day 

of  levied  on  the  goods  of  said  A.  B.,  of  the 

iisWllHamson  v.  Wnolf.  37  Ala.  298. 

119  People  V.  Cramer,  1.5  Col.  155;  Clelland  v.  McCumber.  Id.  3.55. 

120  Hawkins  v.  Thomas.  .3  Tnd.   App.   39ft. 

121  Hubert  v.  Younjr.  64  Cal.  212:  and  see  Kellnm  v.  Clark,  97  N.  Y. 
390;  Buffalo  County  v.  Van  SloWe.  16  Neb.  .Sa3:  Supervisors  v.  AU 
ford,  66  Miss.  63;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  637;  State  v.  Kurtzebom,  78  Mo. 
98. 
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value  of : .    dollars;  but  he  neglected  to  advertise 

and  sell  the  goods  so  levied  on  by  him  as  aforesaid^  and  no  part 
of  the  moneys  directed  to  be  collected  on  the  relator's  said 
execution  has  been  received  by  the  relator.^® 

I   1S86.  Allegation  of  breach  —  for  neglect  to  return. 

Form  No,  403. 

Who  by  virtue  thereof,  on  the day  of , 

levied  on  the  goods  of  said  A.  B.,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  but  although  more  than  sixty  days  elapsed  after  its  de- 
livery to  him  and  before  this  action,  wholly  neglected  and  failed 
to  make  returji  of  said  execution,  and  no  part  of  the  moneys 
directed  to  be  collected  thereby  has  been  received  by  the  relator. 

I  12(87.  Allegation  of  breach  of  treasurer's  bond. 

Form  No.  406. 

That  said  treasurer  between  the day  of , 

and  the day  of ,  18..,  received  various 

sums  of  money,  as  such  treasurer,  amounting  to  about  the  sum  of 

dollars  [being  a  part  of  the  tax  raised  in  his 

county  for  the  year ],  and  that  he  fraudulMitly 

and  in  breach  of  his  trust  converted  and  appropriated  to  his 
own  use  said  sum.*^ 

§  1638.  Bond  —  ofELcial.  In  an  action  upon  a  sherifTs  bond, 
the  declaration  did  not  charge  the  sheriff  with  the  breach  of  his 
duty  in  the  execution  of  any  writ  or  process  in  which  the  real 
plaintiff  was  personally  interested;  but  with  a  neglect  or  refusal 
to  preserve  the  public  peace,  in  consequence  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff suffered  great  wrong  and  injury  from  the  unlawful  violence 
of  a  mob,  it  was  held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the 
declaration  did  not  show  a  cause  of  action.*^ 

§  1539.  Breach  must  be  assigned.  In  a  declaration  upon  a 
covenant  for  general  performance  of  duty,  if  no  breach  be  as- 
pigned,  or  a  breach  which  is  bad,  as  not  being,  in  point  of  law, 

122  People  V.  Ten  Eyok,  1.^  Wend.  448.  This  form  may  be  used 
where  writ  waR  delivered  to  the  deputy.     See  fi  1543. 

12s  Where  the  condition  of  a  treasurer's  bond  was  that  he  "  ahould 
Tceep  a  separate  account  In  the  liank  of  A.,  as  snch  treasurer,  of  all 
moneys,"  etc..  it  was  held  that  a  breach  mlffht  l>e  assigned  by  nc^sra* 
tlvinjr  the  words  of  the  condition,  thouffh  only  nominal  dnma?rrs 
conld  be  recovered  under  it.  Albany  Dutch  Church  v.  Tedder.  14 
WcTid.  ia5. 

124  South  V.  Maryland.  IS  How.  (V.  S.)  30«. 
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within  tiie  6Cope  of  the  covenant,  the  defect  is  fatal,  even  after 
verdict*^  Where,  in  aji  action  upon  a  sheriff's  bond,  the 
declaration  did  not  charge  the  sheriff  with  a  breach  of  his  duty 
in  the  execution  of  any  writ  or  process  in  which  the  real  plain- 
tiff waa  personally  interested,  but  with  a  neglect  or  refusal  to 
I)reserve  the  public  peace,  in  consequence  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff suffered  great  wrong  and  injury  frem  the  unlawful  violence 
01  a  mob;  the  declaration  did  not  set  forth  a  suflScient  cause  of 
action  against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties.*^ 

§  1640.  Change  of  parties  on  bond.  Where  the  principal 
causes  his  name  to  be  stricken  from  a  bond  without  their  knowl- 
edge or  consent,  it  is  void  as  against  the  sureties.^^  But  the 
name  of  an  obligor  may  be  erased  and  a  new  obligor  inserted 
by  consent   of  all  parties,  without  making  the  bond  void.*® 

§  1641.  Collector's  bond.  The  district  attorney  of  a  county 
has  the  authority,  of  his  own  volition,  with  or  without  instruc- 
tions from  the  controller  of  state.  County  Court,  or  the  board  of 
supervisors  of  a  county,  to  bring  an  action  upon  the  official  bond 
of  the  tax  collector  of  a  county.*^  In  an  action  of  covenant 
brought  on  a  penal  bond  given  to  account  for  public  moneys, 
if  the  breach  assigned  is  the  nonperformance  of  the  condition 
the  count  will  be  adjudged  bad  on.  demurrer.  The  breach 
a.<^8igned  must  be  the  nonpayment  of  the  penalty.*^^  All  the 
money  due  on  a  tax  collector's  bond  may  be  recovered  in  a  single 
action  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  although  part 
of  the  money  thus  due  may  belong  to  the  county  and  part  to 
the  state.*^*  The  complaint  in  an  action  on  a  tax  collector's 
bond  need  not  aver  that  the  taxes  charged  on  the  assessment- 
roll  were  legally  assessed.*^^    The  securities  on  the  official  bond 

125  Minor  V.  Merchants*  Bank  of  Alexandria.  1  Pet.  46,  67;  com- 
pare Snow  V.  Johnson,  1  Minn.  48. 

128  South  V.  State  of  Maryland,  18  How.  (TJ.  S.)  396. 

iZTMHler  v.  Stewart,  9  Wheat.  702;  Hunt  v.  Adams,  6  Mass.  521; 
Martin  v.  Thomas.  24  How.  (U.  S.)  315. 

128  Speake  v.  United  States,  9  Oranch,  28.  Tlie  question  whether 
the  addition  of  a  surety,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  former 
surety,  avoids  the  bond,  was  raised  in  0*Neale  v.  Long,  4  Cranch,  60. 

129  People  V.  Love,  25  Cal.  520. 

130  United  States  v.  Brown,  1  Paine,  422;  see  §  1523,  ante. 
181  People  V.  Tx)ve.  25  Cal.  520. 

iWTd. 
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of  a  sheriff  and  ex-offkio  collector  of  the  revenue  are  liable  fur 
an  act  of  the  latter  in  collecting  an  assessment  of  taxes  on  prop- 
erty not  subject  to  taxation.^^ 

I  1542.  Ck>nstable.  An  action  on  the  official  bond  of  a  con- 
stable lies  primarily  upon  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  boad, 
whether  the  injury  for  which  suit  is  brought  be  a  trespass  or  aoV 
the  result  of  the  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance  of  the  officer.*^* 
In  an  action  against  sureties  on  a  constable's  bond,  in  addition 
to  the  allegation  that  the  officer  did  not  levy  the  amount  of  an 
execution,  to  take  the  body  of  the  defendant,  it  must  be  alleged 
that  the  defendant  had  property  which  might  have  been  levied 
upon,  or  that  his  body  oo\ild  have  been  found.*** 

§  1643.  Constable's  deputy.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  pro- 
visions as  to  the  appointment  of  deputies  by  constables^  the 
common-law  rule  applies,  and  constables  may  act  by  deputy,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  ministerial  functions.*^' 

I  1544.  Ck>p7  of  bondB.  If  a  copy  of  the  bond  sued  on  is  set 
out  in  the  complaint,  an  answer  denying  its  execution,  which 
is  not  verified,  admits  its  due  execution.**^ 

§  1545.  County  assessor.  In  suit  upon  the  official  bond  of 
a  county  assessor,  who  had  received  a  certificate  of  election, 
given  bond,  and  entered  upon  his  duties,  neither  the  principal 
nor  the  sureties  can  deny  the  official  character  of  the  assessor. 
They  are  estopped  by  the  bond.**® 

f  1546.  Bate  of  bonds.  Where  the  date  of  a  surety  bond 
is  subsequent  to  the  appointment  of  the  principal  to  office,  the 
declaration  should  allege  that  the  money  collected  by  the  prin- 

188  state  V.  Shacklett.  37  Mo.  280. 

184  Van  Pelt  v.  Littler,  14  Cal.  194. 

186  Lawt<Mi  V.  Irwin.  9  Wend.  233.  An  action  to  recovo*  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  official  bond  of  a  congtable. 
by  reason  of  his  Illegal  seizure  and  conversion  of  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  under  a  writ  Isnued  ai^ainst  the  property  of  third  per- 
sons, is  properly  brought  against  the  constable  and  the  anrettes  onr 
his  official  bond.    Bell  v.  Perk,  104  Cal.  85. 

186  Jobson  V.  Pennon.  35  Cal.  711. 

187  Sacramento  Co.  v.  Bird,  31  Cal.  60. 

188  People  T.  Jenkins,  17  Cal.  500. 
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cipal  remained  in  his  hands  at  the  time  when  the  surety  bond 
was  executed.*^ 

S  1547.  Defect  in  bonds.  If  there  ia  a  defect  in  an  official 
bond  by  the  failure  of  the  principal  to  place  a  seal  opposite  hi* 
name,  the  defect  will  not  defeat  a  recovery  thereon  as  again&t 
the  sureties,  if  the  defect  is  suggested  in  the  complaint.^*® 

§  1648.  Delivery.  In  a  suit  on  a  bond,  delivery  must  be  al- 
leged; but  the  omission  to  allege  it  can  only  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  demurrer;  it  is  cured  by  verdict.^*^  The  production  of  tlie 
bond  in  court  by  the  obligee  is  sufficient  evidence  of  its  de- 
livery.*** • 

S  1549.  Execution  of  bonds.  If  the  complaint  on  an  official 
bond  avers  the  due  execution  of  the  same  by  both  principal 
and  sureties,  and  the  answer  takes  issue  on  the  averment,  and 
the  verdict  and  judgment  are  for  plaintiff,  the  judgment  will 
not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  upon  the  judgment-roll,  on  the 
ground  that  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  of  the  bond  annexed  to 
the  complaint  does  not  contain  the  signature  of  the  principal.**^ 
If  sureties  on  an  official  bond  sign  with  an  express  understand- 
ing with  the  principal  in  the  bond,  that  certain  other  persons 
shall  sign  as  sureties,  and  that  unless  such  other  persons  sign, 
it  shall  not  be  delivered,  a  delivery  of  the  bond  to  the  obligee, 
without  the  signature  of  such  other  persons,  does  not  render  it 
invalid  as  to  the  sureties  who  do  sign.*^ 

f  1550.  For  selling  homestead.  A  complaint  against  a  sheriff 
and  his  sureties  for  selling  under  execution  the  homestead  of 
plaintiff,  which  sets  out  that  the  sheriff  was  in  possession  of  a 
certain  execution  against  the  plaintiff,  Ei chard  Roe,  under  which 
he  sold  the  property,  and  averring  damages  in  the  sum  of  two 

i»  United  States  v.  Linn.  1  How.  (U.  S.)  104.  Tn  an  action  of  debt 
on  a  bond  to  a  judge  of  probate  the  declaration  is  defective  if  It 
doe«  not  allege  the  precise  day  on  which  the  defendants  became 
bound.    Moore  v.  Lothrop,  75  Me.  301. 

140  Sacramento  Co.  v.  Bird,  31  Cal.  66:  see  People  v.  Hnson,  78 
Cal.  154. 

i«  Garda  v.  De  Satmstegni,  4  Cal.  244. 

142  Tldball  v.  Halley.  48  Oal.  610;  State  v.  Ctonnty  Gommlflslonerfl; 
21  Fla.  1. 

i«  Mendocino  Co.  v.  Morris,  32  Cal.  145. 

144  TldbeU  v.  Halley,  48  Cal.  610. 
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tliouisaiid  dollars^  the  value  of  the  property^  is  insufficient^ 
the  same  does  not  state  fact&  sufficient  to  constitute  a  caufle  of 
action,  for  the  sheriff's  deed  conveys  nothing  if  the  property  was 
a  homestead.**'^ 

i  1661.  Jndgment.  In  an  action  against  the  principal  aad 
sureties  on  an  official  bond,  the  court  ^ould  first  fix  the  amount 
of  the  defalcation  of  or  recovery  from  the  former,  and  then  pro- 
ceed with  a  separate  judgment  against  each  of  the  sureties  for 
the  full  amount  for  which  he  has  made  himself  liable,  and 
that  each  shall  be  satisfied  by  the  collection  or  payment  of  such 
defalcation,  or  recovery  and  costs.^**  A  judgment  for  damages 
against  an  officer  for  official  delinquency,  which  remains  unsati;^- 
fied,  will  not  prevent  a  subsequent  action  on  the  official  bond.**^ 

f  1562.  Liabilities  of  obligors.  After  a  bond  has  been  re- 
ceived and  acted  on  by  the  county  officers,  the  obligors  are  liable 
^  if  it  had  been  approved;  but  this  liability  applies  only  to  the 
duties  properly  appertaining  to  his  office  as  such  and  not  to 
the  duties  belonging  to  a  distinct  office,  with  the  execution  of 
which  he  may  be  charged.^*®  If  the  penal  sum  is  changed  in  an 
official  bond  after  the  principal  obligor  has  executed  the  same, 
and  he  then  forwards  it  for  approval,  he  is  liable  on  the  bond  as 
approved.**®  The  liability  is  several  as  well  as  joint,  unless 
expressed  to  be  only  joint,  and  the  plaintiff  may  sue  one  or  both 
sureties.**^  The  snroties  on  a  sheriff^s  bond  arc  not  liable  for 
his  acts  or  omissions  in  the  service  of  a  precept  which  by  law- 
he  was  not  authorized  to  serve.*** 

f  1553.  Marshal's  bond.  In  an  action  on  a  marehars  bond, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  penalty  has  not  been  paid. 
The  usual  averment  of  the  breach  of  the  condition  is  sufficient.*"* 
To  an  action  on  a  marshal^s  bond,  for  talcing  insufficient  security 
on  a  replevin  bond,  a  plea  in  bar  that  a  levy  was  made  on  goods^ 

1^  Kendall  v.  Clark.  10  Oal.  18. 
14«  People  v.  Rooney,  29  Cal.  fi42. 
U7  State  V.  Kruttschnitt  4  Nev.  178. 

148  People  V.  Edwards.  9  Cal.  286. 

149  People  V.  Kneeland.  31  Oal.  288. 
180  Moranire  ▼.  Mnd^e.  6  Abb.  Pr.  243. 
iM  Pnne  v.  Onimore,  51  Me.  544. 

1R3  Sperrin?  v.  Taylor.  2  McLean.  862;  compare  Hasle  ▼.  Watera» 
3  Cranch  O.  C.  420. 
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and  chattels^  lands,  and  tenementa,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
judgment,  is  good.^" 

i  IGM.  ICiniaterial  duties.  It  is  only  for  a  breach  of  his 
duty  in  the  execution  of  his  ministerial  offices,  that  the  sheriif 
and  his  sureties  are  liable  upon  his  bond.^^  He  should  not  be 
required  to  come  prepared  to  justify  his  whole  official  conduct.^**^ 

I  1556.  Misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  A  cause  of  action  on 
an  official  bond  against  the  principal  and  his  sureties  can  not 
be  united  with  a  cause  of  action  for  damages  against  the  princi- 
pal alone.*** 

I  1556.  Nonpayment  of  money.  Declaring  on  a  sheriff's  bond 
for  the  nonpayment  of  money  received  by  him  for  military  fines, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  name  who  paid  the  money  to  him,  or 
issued  the  warrants  on  which  it  was  collected;  a  reference  to  the 
statute  makes  the  breach  certain  enough.^*^ 

I  1557.  Notice.  No  averment  of  notice  to  the  defendant  is 
reqidsite  in  the  complaint,  where  the  matters  assigned  as  breaches 
lie  as  much  in  the  knowledge  of  one  party  as  the  other.*** 

I  1558.  Seoeiver's  bond.  The  sureties  on  a  receiver's  bond 
are  only  bound  from  the  date  of  the  bond;  and  if  the  bond 
bears  date  some  months  after  the  official  term  of  the  receiver 
commenced,  the  declaration  is  defective  if  it  omits  to  show  the 
receipt  of  the  money  after  the  date  of  the  bond,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  his  official  term.**^®  A  declaration  which  charged 
a  receiver  of  public  moneys  with  not  paying  over  moneys  which 
came  into  his  hands  the  day  after  his  bond  expired,  is  bad  on 
demurrer.*^ 

I  1559.  Bequest  or  demand.  Where  a  county  treasurer  has 
embezzled  and  converted  money  of  the  county  it  is  not  neces- 

iM  Sedam  v.  Taylor,  3  "McLean,  547. 
iM  South  V.  Maryland.  18  How.  (U.  8.)  806. 
iM  People  V.  Brush,  6  Wend.  454;  People  v.  Russell,  4  Id.  570. 
iM  State  T.  Kruttschnitt,  4  Nev.  178. 
167  People  T.  Brush,  6  Wend.  454. 

iM  People  V.  Edwards,  9  Cal.  292;  see  Tomlinson  v.  Rowe,  Hill  Se 
I>.  Supp.  410. 
IBS  United  States  v.  Spencer,  2  McLean,  405. 
l«Old, 


' 
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sary  for  the  supervisors  to  make  a  request  or  demand  before 
a  suit  on  his  bond.^** 

I  1560.  Betainlng  commiBslomi.  In  an  action  on  an  official 
bond  of  a  county  treasurer,  if  the  complaint  avers  only  a  breach 
by  a  failure  of  the  treasurer  to  keep  tlie  money  in  the  county 
safe,  and  by  a  withdrawal  of  the  same  and  conversion  to  his 
own  use,  a  recovery  can  not  be  had  for  a  failure  of  the  treasurer 
to  pay  into  the  treasury  his  commissions  retained  on  payments 
made  to  the  state.*®* 

I  1561.  Betaining  money.  An  averment  in  a  complaint  on 
a  county  treasurer's  official  bond  that  he  received  money  be- 
longing to  the  county  and  retains  it,  and  refuses  to  deliver  it  to 
his  successor  in  office,  is  a  sufficient  averment  *of  a  breach  of  its 
conditions.*** 

§  1662.  Treasurer's  bond.  A  complaint  in  an  action  against 
a  treasurer,  for  a  failure  to  pay  his  successor  money  which  came 
inter  his  hands,  should  allege  that  it  remained  in  his  hands  at 
the  expiration  of  his  term.***  And  where  the  treasurer  has  paid 
over  to  his  successor  the  amount  found  due  against  him,  he  is 
still  liable  for  all  moneys  actually  received  by  him  as  such 
treasurer,  and  by  mistake  not  charged  to  him  in  such  account- 
ing.***  The  liability  of  the  sureties  continues  till  he  has  ren- 
dered a  just  and  true  account  of  such  moneys.*** 

i<u  Supervisors  of  AHegauy  v.  Van  Campen,  8  Wend.  48. 

i«3  Sacramento  County  v.  Bird,  31  Oal.  66. 

i<w  Mendocino  County  v.  Morris,  32  Oal.  145. 

iM  Pickett  V.  State,  24  Ind.  366. 

i«J  Jefferson  County  v.  Jones,  19  Wis.  51. 

166  Id.  Where  the  complaint  shows  that  the  defendant  received 
money  as  treasurer,  and  failed  to  deliver  It  to  his  successor  In  office. 
It  Is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  money  belonged  to  the  county 
whose  officer  he  was.  Crook  County  v.  Bu^hnell,  15  Oreg.  1(59. 
In  an  action  by  a  county  against  the  Buret4e8  on  an  official  bond  of 
the  county  treasurer,  to  recover  money  for  which  the  treasurer 
was  in  default,  an  averment  that  the  county  commissioners  com- 
plied with  all  the  requirements  and  conditions  of  said  bond,  and 
the  requirements  of  all  acts  of  the  legislature  pertaining  to  the  olH- 
dnl  bonds  of  the  county  officers  is  sufficient,  and  the  complaint 
need  not  specifically  aver  a  performance  of  the  several  acts  required 
to  be  performed  by  the  county  commissloDers.  White  Pine  County 
T.  Herrlck,  10  Nev.  34. 
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S  1668.  Trwpass.  A  complaiiit  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
iind  his  sureties,  for  an  alleged  trespass  of  the  sheriff,  should 
allege  that  the  bond  was  the  sheriff's  official  bond,  and  set  out 
enough  of  its  contents  to  show  that  those  who  signed  it  were 
bound  to  indemnify  parties  injured  by  sheriff's  malfeasance.^^^ 
In  trespass  for  taking  goods,  against  a  sheriff  who  justified 
under  a  writ  of  attachment  against  a  third  person,  he  called 
as  a  witness  his  deputy,  who  stated  that  he  served  the  attach- 
ment, and  related  oertain  conversation  between  himself  and  the 
plaintiff.  On  cross-examination,  he  stated  that  '^  he  was  deputy 
sheriff,  and  under  bonds  to  the  sheriff."  Whereupon  plaintiff 
moved  to  strike  out  his  testimony  on  the  ground  of  interest; 
it  was  held  that  the  motion  was  properly  denied,  as  from  the 
answer  it  was  not  certain  that  the  character  of  his  bonds  was 
such  as  to  make  him  interested.^^  If  the  complaint  in  an  action 
against  &  sheriff  and  his  official  bondsmen  alleges  only  a  cause 
of  action  against  him  as  a  trespasser,  and  against  his  sureties  as 
signers  of  the  bond,  and  not  otherwise,  there  is  a  misjoinder 
of  causes  of  action.**®  A  complaint  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
and  his  sureties  for  an  alleged  trespass  of  the  sheriff,  which 
merely  avers  that  the  sureties  are  the  securities  on  his  official  , 
bond,  and  that  the  same  was  duly  filed,  executed,  and  recorded, 
doed  not  state  a  cause  of  action  on  the  bond."®  In  an  action 
on  a  replevin  bond  the  defendant's  liability  is  limited  to  the 
damage  sustained  by  a  failure  to  return  the  property.*" 

\  1663a.  Bond  of  executor  or  administrator.  In  an  acUon  un- 
der section  1571  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to 
recover  on  the  bond  of  an  executor  or  administrator,  for  his 
neglect  or  misconduct  in  the  proceedings  in  relation  to  a  sale 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased,  the  complaint  must  show  that 
the  plaintiff  has  been  actually  damaged  by  the  sale.  And  where 
the  complaint  contains  no  averments  with  respect  to  any  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Probate  Court  subsequent  to  the  confirmation 
of  the  sale,  and  affirmatively  shows  that  the  land  was  sold  for 
its  full  value,  no  damage  is  alleged,  and  the  plaintiff  will  be  left 
to  his  remedv  in  the  Probate  Court.*''^ 

167  Ghirardelll  v.  Boiirland,  32  Cal.  585. 

168  Towdy  V.  EUis.  22  Cal.  650. 

iw  GhlrardeUl  v.  Bourland,  32  Cal.  586. 

171  Hunt  V.  Robinson,  11  Cal.  2fi2. 
J72  Welhe  V.  Statham,  67  Cal.  245. 
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S  1568b.  auardian'B  bond.  It  is  held  by  the  Colorado  court, 
that  it  is  not  eesential  to  a  recovery  against  sureties  on  &  guard- 
ian's bond,  in  an  action  against  them  on  behalf  of  the  minors 
for  breaches  of  its  conditions  by  the  guardian,  thai  the  guardian 
be  made  a  party  to  the  action^  or  that  a  judgment  should  first 
have  been  obtained  against  him  which  he  had  failed  to  satisfy. 
The  instrument  itself  stipulates  for  the  f aithf \il  discharge  by  the 
guardian  of  the  obligations  imposed  on  him  by  statute,  whicli 
provides  that  it  may  be  put  in  suit  against  all  or  any  one  of 
the  obligors  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  any  person  entitled  by 
breach  thereof .*''•  Proceedings  for  accounting  or  orders  of  court 
need  not  precede  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  boad.^^^ 

178  Gebbard  v.  Smith,  1  Ool.  App.  842. 
1T4  Id. 


CHAPTEB  X. 

ON  WABEANTIES  OF  CHATTBL8. 

f  1664.  Warranty  of  title. 

Form  No.  407, 
['I'lTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  sold  to  the  plaintiff  [state  the 

article  sold],  for dollars. 

II.  That  by  said  contract  of  sale  it  was  understood  by  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  to  be,  and  it  was  a  part  of  the  terms 
and  consideration  of  said  contract  of  sale,  that  the  defendant 
had  the  lawful  right  and  title  to  so  sell,  and,  to  transfer  the 
ownership  of  said  goods  to  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  the  defendant  had,  in  fact,  no  right  or  title  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  said  goods. 

IV.  That  one  E.  F.  then  was  the  owner  of  said  goods,  and 

afterwards,  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  he 

demanded  possession  of  the  same  from  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
plaintiff  was  compelled,  and  did  then  deliver  them  up  to  E.  F.^ 
and  they  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff. 

Y.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  misled  and 
injured,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]^ 

§  1566.  Sales  by  auctioneer.  There  seems  to  be  a  doubt 
whether  in  an  ordinary  sale  of  goods  by  auction,  an  auctioneer 
has  any  right  or  authority  to  warrant  goods  sold  by  him,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  authority  from  his  principal  to  do  so,  and 
without  proof  of  some  known  and  established  usage  of  trade 
from  which  an  authority  can  be  implied.^    It  may  be  accepted 

1  For  the  provisions  of  the  California  Civil  Code  relating  to  war- 
ranty of  chattels,  see  §§  nm-lllS. 

a  See  TTpton  v.  Suffolk  County  Mills,  11  Cash.  (Mass.)  588;  Blood 
T.  Fraicb,  9  Gray,  107. 
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• 


generally  a£  the  true  doctrine  that  they  are  special  agents  hav- 
ing authority  to  sell,  and  not  to  warrant.' 

f  1566.  Effect  of  general  warranty.      A  general  warranty  doea 

not  extend  to  defects  inconsistent  therewith,  of  which^the  buyer 
was  then  aware,  or  which  were  then  easily  discernible  by  him 
without  the  exercise  of  peculiar  skill,  but  it  extends  to  all  other 
defects.* 

I  1567.  Implied  warranty  of  title.  Where  the  vendor  of 
chattels  in  his  possession  gives  a  written  bill  of  sale  containing 
no  covenant  of  warranty,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  title.* 
The  vendor  in  possession  warrants  the  goods  by  implication;  un- 
le66  at  the  time  he  expressly  disavows  an  intent  to  do  so.^  But  if 
out  of  the  possession  of  the  vendor,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the 
buyer  takes  at  his  own  risk.''  The  use  of  a  certain  name  in  a 
sale  note  for  the  goods  sold  is  a  warranty  that  they  bear  that 
name.®    The  complaint  need  not  aver  the  warranty,  for  this 

implied  warranty  is  an  inference  of  law.* 

« 

f  1568.  Jndldal  sale.  Upon  a  judicial  sale,  the  only  war- 
ranty implied  is  that  the  seller  does  not  know  that  the  sale  will 
not  pass  a  good  title  to  the  property.*^ 

I  1569.  Measure  of  damages.  In  an  action  upon  an  implied 
warranty  of  title  to  personal  property,  where  a  judgment  \tl 
trover  has  been  obtained  against  the  purchaser,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  by  the  true  owner 
with  interest  thereon.**  But  where  the  goods  are  replevied 
of  the  buyer,  their  value  alone,  and  not  damages  for  their 

3  The  Monte  Alle^re.  9  Wheat.  610*  647;  see  Dent  v.  McQrath,  S 
Bush  (Ky.),  174;  see,  also,  Cal.  Civil  Code.  IS  1765,  1798;  Court  v. 
Snyder,  2  Ind.  App.  440. 

4  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  1778. 

6  Miner  T.  Van  Taasel.  24  Cal.  458;  Qrofls  v.  Kierski,  41  id.  Ul. 
«  Miller  V.  Van  Tassel,  24  Cal.  458;  Rew  v.  Barber.  3  Cow.  272. 

7  3  Kent  (r,th  ed.),  478;  McCoy  v.  Artcher,  3  Barb.  323:  Bdlck  ▼. 
Criin,  10  Id.  445. 

«  Flint  V.  I.yon.  4  Cal.  17. 

0  Van  Santv.  PI.  287. 

10  C^.  Civil  Code.  $  1777. 

II  Blasdale  v.  Babcock,  1  Johns.  617;  Armstrong  ▼.  Percy,  5  Wend. 
535. 
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detention,  nor  attorney's  fees  paid  by  hinx  for  defending  the 
title,  is  held  to  be  the  measure  of  damages.*^ 

I  mo.  Money.  On  an  exchange  of  money^  each  party 
thereby  warrants  the  genuineness  of  the  money  given  by  him.^* 

I  1571.  Skill  — implied  warranty  of.  When  a  skilled  laborer, 
artisan,  or  artist  is  employed,  there  is  on  his  part  an  implied 
warranty  that  he  is  of  skill  reasonably  competent  to  the  task 
he  undertakes.^^ 

I  1572.  Waiver  of  warranty.  The  complaint  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  price  of  a  machine,  sold  with  a  warranty,  under 
an  agreement  that  the  continued  use  of  the  machine  by  the 
vendee  should  be  regarded  as  a  waiver  of  the  warranty,  need 
not  allege  that  the  machine  corresponded  with  the  warranty 
if  it  avers  the  continued  use  of  it  by  the  vendee.^* 

§  1573.  Warranty  of  title.  If  the  seller  has  possession  of 
the  article,  and  sells  it  as  his  own  and  not  as  agent  for  another, 
and  for  a  fair  price,  he  is  understood  to  warrant  the  title.*® 
In  New  York,  a  warranty  of  title  is  implied  from  an  unqualified 
sale."  And  it  extends  to  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  thing  sold, 
e.  g.,  a  patented  article.**  But  it  arises  only  in  cases  where  the 
vendor  is  in  possession.*®  In  every  sale  of  personal  property, 
except  a  judicial  sale,  there  is  implied  warranty  of  title  or  of 
peaceable  possession.^ 

I  1574.  Warranty  by  agent.  An  agent,  whether  general  or 
spc»cial,  who  is  authorized  to  sell  personal  property,  is  presumed 
to  possess  the  power  of  warranting  its  quality  and  condition, 

12 Id.:  but  see  Lewis  v.  Peake,  7  Taunt.  152;  see,  also,  PolhemuB 
v.  Herman,  45  CJal.  573. 

13  Cal.  Civil  Code,  «  1807. 

14  5  Robinson's  Pr.  707. 

lABrafrg:  v.  Bamberger,  23  Ind.  198. 

16  2  Kent's  Com.  478;  Irwin  v.  Thompson,  27  Kan.  643;  Paulsen 
V.  ItaU,  39  id.  365;  Edgerton  v.  Miciiels.  66  Wis.  124. 

"Carman  v.  Trude,  25  How.  Pr.  440;  Scranton  v.  Clark,  39  Barb. 
273:  aVid  see  Sweetman  v.  Prinre.  2C>  X.  Y.  224. 

15  Carman  v.  Tnide,  25  How.  Pr.  440. 

i<»  Scranton  v.  Clark.  39  Barb.  273;  Becliet  v.  Smithers,  18  Jonea 
&  Rp..381. 

20  Porte  V.  United  States.  Dev.  .57;  see  Pnckett  v.  United  States,  • 
id.  103;  see  dvU  Code,  $  1765;  Gross  v.  Kierski,  41  Cal.  111. 
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unless  the  contrary  appear.^^  JSo  an  agent,  employed  to  sell 
negotiable  paper,  may,  in  the  absence  of  any  limitation  of  his 
authority,  represent  it  as  a  business  note,  and  yalid.^ 

I  1675.  Warranty,  on  sale  of  written  in8tnun«nt.  One  who 
sells  or  agrees  to  sell  an  instrument  purporting  to  bind  any  one 
to  the  performance  of  an  act,  thereby  warrants  that  he  has  no 
knowledge  of  any  facts  which  tend  to  prove  it  worthless,  sucii 
as  the  insolvency  of  any  of  the  parties  thereto,  where  that  is 
material,  the  extinction  of  its  obligations,  or  its  invalidity  for  any 
canse.^ 

I  1576.  Warranty  by  seller.  One  who  sells  or  agrees  to  sell 
personal  property,  knowing  that  the  buyer  relies  on  his  advice 
or  judgment,  thereby  warrants  to  the  buyer  that  neither  the 
seller  nor  any  agent  employed  by  him  in  the  transaction  knows 
the  existence  of  any  fact  concerning  the  thing  sold  which  would* 
to  his  knowledge,  destroy  the  buyer's  inducement  to  buy.** 

I  1677.  On  warranty  ot  quality. 

Farm  No.  408. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  allegea: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,   at 

,  the  defendant  warranted  a  steam  engine  to  be 

in  good  order,  and  thereby  induced  the  plaintiff  to  purchaae  the 
same  of  him,  and  to  pay  to  him dollars  therefor. 

II.  That  the  said  steam  engine  was  not  then  in  good  order^ 

whereby  plaintiff  was  damaged  in  the  sum  of   

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1578.  Assignment  of  breach.  The  agreement  to  take  back 
property,  sold  under  a  warranty  of  soundness,  but  which  proved 
unsound,  or  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 

«  Nelson  v.  Cowing,  6  HIU,  336;  Tlee  v.  Gallop.  5  N.  Y.  S.  C.  51; 
Palmer  v.  Hatch,  46  Mo.  685;  Wait  v.  Borne.  123  N.  Y.  f502;  Talmaire 
v.  Blerhause.  103  Ind.  270;  see  Bryant  v.  Moore.  28  Me.  H4;  4.'S  Am. 
Pec.  96;  Decker  v.  Fredericks,  47  N.  J.  L.  460;  Oooley  v.  Perrine. 
41  id.  322;  32  Am.  Rep.  210. 

22Fennison  v.  Hamilton.  35  Barb.  427.  442;  Fenn  v.  Harrison.  4 
T.  R.  177;  but  see  Lipscomb  v.  Kitrell.  11  Humph.  256. 

»Cal.  Glyll  Code,  fi  1774:  see  James  v.  Yeaj^er.  86  Oal.  184;  Ken* 
dall  v.  Parker.  103  id.  324:  Harvey  v.  Dale.  96  Id.  160. 

a*  Cal.  Olvil  Code,  $  1767. 
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in  confiideration  of  said  un^ouudnesa  aiid  coiiiie<iueut  rescission 
of  sale,  does  not  require  assignment  of  a  special  breaxih,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Code.^ 

I  1579.  AT«rment  of  warranty.  A  general  averment  of  war- 
ranty is  sufficient^  as  that  the  seller  warranted  the  article  to  be 
of  good  quality." 

§  1680.  Caveat  emptor.  That  the  buyer  must  take  care  or 
be  on  his  guard,^  is  a  leading  maxim  of  the  law  relating  to  the 
contract  of  sale;  and  its  application  is  not  affected  by  the  cir- 
cumstances that  the  price  is  such  as  is  usually  given  for  a  sound 
commodity .*  If  the  vendor  warrants  the  quality  of  the  articles 
he  sells,  he  is  bound  to  deliver  them  of  the  stipulated  quality, 
and  the  examination  and  selection  of  some  of  the  articles  by  the 
vendee  when  they  are  delivered,  does  not  amount  to  a  waiver  of 
the  contract.* 

I  1581.  Daxnages  on  breach.  Under  the  forms  of  pleading 
at  common  law,  the  vendee  of  chattels  sold  with  a  warranty  of 
title  could,  on  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  recover  damages  in 
assumpsit,  or  he  might  sue  in  an  action  on  tlie  case  for  deceit^ 
if  there  had  been  deceit,  as  well  as  warranty  of  title;  but,  in  the 
first  case,  he  must  aver  specially  that  the  defendant  warranted 
his  title  to  the  property,  and  that  a  breach  of  the  warranty  had 
occurred,  and  in  the  latter,  that  the  defendant  falsely  or  fraudu- 
lently represented  himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
that  he  knew  his  representations  were  false.^ 

I  1582.  Damages,  measure  of.  When  the  vendor  of  personal 
property  ib  sued  for  a  failure  of  title,  the  measure  of  damages 
IS  the  price  paid  by  the  plaintiff."* 

»  Stone  V.  Watson,  37  Ala.  279. 

M  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21  N.  Y.  552;  78  Am.  Dec.  16S. 

27  Hob.  99;  Co.  Litt.  106.  a;  2  Inst  714;  Broom's  Max.  606;  and  see 
Rlnschler  v.  JelUffe.  9  Daly,  469;  Eaton  v.  Waldron,  22  N.  Y.  Supp. 
504;  Kircher  v.  Conrad,  9  Mont.  191;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  731. 

28  2  Steph.  Oom.  326;  Cro.  Jac.  2;  Harpous  v.  Stone,  5  N.  Y.  88; 
2  Wood's  Lect.  251;  2  Kent's  Oom.  478;  1  Stoiy's  Eq.  Jur.  212;  but 
sf>e  Bnlwinkle  v.  Oramer,  27  S.  C.  376;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  645. 

29  Willings  V.  Gonsequa,  Pet.  C.  C.  301.  As  to  warranty  on  the 
sale  of  chattels,  see  S§  1763-1786,  Inclusive,  Cal.  Olvil  Code. 

80  Miller  ▼.  Van  Tassel,  24  Oal.  458;  Polhemus  v.  Heiman,  44  id. 
573. 
n  Arthur  t.  Moes,  1  Oreg.  193w 
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I  1583.  Executory  contract.  An  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  com  requires  that  it  shall  be  in  good  and  marketable 
condition,  without  express  words  to  that  effect.'*  A  contract  to 
deliver  to  the  defendants,  who  were  manufacturers  of  barrels 
and  staves,  a  certain  quantity  of  stave  bolts,  was  held  to  require 
a  delivery  of  bolts  of  a  good  merchantable  quality,  and  suitable 
for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  intended.^  A  contract 
for  the  sale  of  "  oxalic  acid,"  even  when  the  seller  is  not  the 
manufacturer,  and  at  the  time  of  contracting  expressly  declines 
all  responsibility  as  to  the  quality,  and  the  buyer  has  an  oppor- 
tunity of  inspecting  it,  and  no  fraud  exists,  is  not  complieil 
with  by  the  delivery  of  an  article  which  does  not  in  commercial 
language  come  properly  within  the  description  of  "  oxalic  acid.*'^ 

I  1584.  Fraud  need  not  be  alleged.  No  averment  or  knowl- 
edge of  fraud  is  necessary  to  support  this  action.*^  Such  an 
allegation  sounds  in  tort.^  And  if  inserted  in  the  complaint,''' 
the  plaintiff  may  be  compelled  to  elect  on  the  trial  between  the 
two  grounds  of  liability."® 

I  1585.  Implied  warranty.  On  a  sale  of  an  existing  article, 
there  is  no  implied  warranty  that  the  article  is  suitable  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  purchased.^  In  every  agreement  for 
the  future  sale  of  merchandise,  there  is  an  implied  warranty 
that  it  shall  be  merchantable.*®  So  when  one  sells  an  article  of 
his  own  manufacture,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
article  is  free  from  any  defect  produced  by  the  manufacturing 
process  itself;  and  where  the  defect  is  in  the  materials  employed, 
the  warranty  is  implied  only  where  he  is  shown  or  may  be 
presumed  to  have  known  the  defect.** 

82  Peck  v.  Armgtrong.  38  Barb.  215;  and  see  Koop  ▼.  Haudy.  41 
id.  454. 
88  Ketchum  v.  Wells,  19  Wis.  25. 

84  JoBling  V.  Klngsf ord,  la  a  B.  (N.  S.)  447. 

85  Holman  v.  Dord,  12  Barb.  336;  WllllamsoD  v.  Allison,  2  Bast,  446, 
8«Id. 

87  Bdick  V.  CWm,  10  Barb.  445. 

88  SprlngBteed  v.  Lawson,  14  Abb.  Pr.  328;  Sweet  v.  In^rerson.  12 
How.  Pr.  331. 

88MllburD  V.  BelloDi,  34  Barb.  607;  but  compare  Anson  Co.  v. 
Thayer,  60  Hun.  516;  Edwards  v.  Dillon,  147  111.  14:  MoGlamrook 
V.  Flint  101  Ind.  278;  Blackmore  v.  Fairbanks,  79  Iowa.  282;  Jones 
V.  Jnst.  Law  R.,  3  Q.  B.  197. 

40  Hamilton  v.  Oanyard,  34  Barb.  204;  Civil  Code.  1 1768. 

«  Hoe  V.  Sanborn,  21  N.  Y.  552;  78  Am.  Dec.  168;  OlvU  Ood^ 
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S  1680.  Quality,  how  averred.  The  unsound  condition  o£ 
the  chattel  should  be  averred  according  to  the  fact,  in  direct  and 
positive  terms,  and  if  valueless,  that  it  was  worth  nothing,  and 
was  of  no  value.*^ 

i  1587.  Sale  by  Bample.  On  a  sale  by  sample  there  is  an  im- 
plied warranty  that  the  article  shall  correspond  with  the  sample; 
but  an  examination  of  samples,  when  there  is  an  express  war- 
ranty, is  not  a  waiver  of  the  warranty.^  The  law  presumes  that 
the  only  warranty  is  that  the  bulk  shall  conform  to  the  sample 
in  kind  and  quality.^ 

I  1688.  Warranty  of  quality.  No  particular  form  of  words 
is  essential  to  constitute  a  warranty  of  quality.  An  assertion 
of  the  vendor,  if  reUed  upon  by  the  vendee,  and  understood  by 
both  parties  as  an  absolute  assertion  and  not  merely  an  expres- 
sion of  opinion,  will  amount  to  one.^  Where  the  plaintiff  in- 
spects the  goods  before  purchasing,  the  case  is  taken  from  the 
operation  of  the  rule  of  implied  warranty.^  An  advertisement 
of  goods  for  sale,  giving  them  a  higher  character  than  upon  ex- 
amination they  turn  out  to  merit,  will  not  amount  to  warranty, 
where  the  purchaser  relies  upon  his  own  inspection.*''  A  mere 
praise  of  personal  property,  such  as  wool,  indulged  in  by  the 
owner  when  offering  it  for  sale,  does  not  amount  to  an  implied 

I  1709.    Every  person  or  corporation  who  manufaptures  an  article 
under  an  order  for  a  particular  purpose  warrants  by  Che  sale  of  it 
that  it  is  reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose.    Fox  v.  Harvester  Works,  ' 
83  Oal.  333. 

42  Deif endorff  v.  Gage,  7  Barb.  18. 

4»  Williugs  V.  Consequa,  Pet.  C.  O.  301. 

44  Ramsdell  v.  United  States,  2  Ct.  of  Gl.  <Nott  &  H.)  508;  Hughes 
y.  Bray,  60  Gal.  2^;  Voes  v.  Maguire,  18  Mo.  App.  477;  Gould  v. 
Stein,  149  Mass.  570;  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  455. 

45Polhemu8  v.  Helman,  45  Cal.  573;  Sweet  v.  Bradley,  24  Barb. 
549;  Chapman  v.  Mnrch,  19  JohnEl.  290;  10  Am.  Dec.  227;  Carley  v. 
Wilkins.  6  Barb.  557;  Wilbur  v.  Cartright,  44  id.  536;  Klrcher  v. 
Oonrad,  9  Mont.  191;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  731;  Falrbank  Co.  v.  Metzger. 
lis  N.  T.  260;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  753;  Kimball  v.  Bangs,  144  Mass. 
321;  McLennan  v.  Ohmen,  75  Cal.  558. 

46  Moore  v.  McKinlay,  5  Cal.  471.  The  grounds  and  principles 
upon  which  warranties  of  title,  of  quality,  etc.,  are  implied,  con- 
sidered in  Hoe  V.  Sanborn,  21  N.  Y.  552;  78  Am.  Dec.  163;  also. 
Homer  v.  Parkhurst,  71  Md.  110;  Hight  r.  Bacon,  126  Mass.  10; 
30  Am.  Rep.  639. 

47  Calhoun  v.  Vechio,  3  Wash.  C.  O.  165;  McVeigh  v.  Messersmith, 
5  Cranch  C.  C.  316. 
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warranty  of  its  quality  or  condition,  if  the  buyer  haa  an  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  it  and  fails  to  do  so,  and  no  artifice  is  used 
by  the  seller  to  prevent  him  from  making  an  examination.^ 
If  one  party  contracts  to  deliver  the  other  wool  "  in  good  order," 
and  the  latter  agrees  to  accept  and  pay  for  it,  the  clause  ^^  ia 
good  order  '*  is  an  express  warranty.** 

I  1589.  On  warranty  of  aoundness. 

Farm  No,  409, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  sold  to  the  plaintiff  a  horse,  for 

dollars. 

n.  That  by  the  said  contract  of  sale  the  defendant  warranted 
the  said  horse  to  be  sound,  and  thereby  induced  the  plaintiff  to 
purchase  the  same  of  him,  and  to  pay  him  therefor  the  said 
price  of dollars; 

III.  That  the  said  horse  was  at  the  time  of  said  sale  unsound 
in  this:  that  [state  wherein  he  was  unsound]. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff  was  misled  and  injured  thereby,  and 
has  sustained  damages  by  reason  of  the  premises;,  to  the  amount 
of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1590.  Duty  of  porchaaer.      A   purchaser   can   not  proceed 

.  without  inquiry  or  examination  to  use  an  article  which  will 
damage  his  business,  relying  upon  a  warranty  which  only  goes 
to  the  fact  of  the  nature  or  character  of  the  article,  and  not  to 
the  effect  of  using  it^  and  still  hold  the  vendor  responsible  for 
the  consequences.^ 

I  1591.  Measure  of  damafires.  The  plaintiff  may  recover  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  chattel  as  warranted  and  as 
found  to  be  by  the  court  or  jury,  and  special  damages  for  in- 
juries occasioned  by  the  condition  of  the  chattel."  Special 
damages  for  injuries  occasioned  hy  the  condition  of  the  chattel 
must  be  averred,  as  tho  coTTiTnunieation  of  infectious  diseases  by 
an  animal  warranted  sound.*** 

48  Byrne  v.  .Tansen,  m  Oal.  024;  Berman  v.  Woods,  38  Art.  8S1. 

49  Polhemus  v.  Helman,  50  Cal.  438. 
w  Mllbum  V.  BeUoni,  34  Barb.  607. 

Rt  .Teffroy  v.  Bipelaw,  13  Wend.  518;  28  Am.  Dpc.  47a 
M.Teflrrpy  v.  Bifrelow,  13  Wend.  518;  see  McLannan  ▼.  Ohmen,  75 
tJa!.  5R8:  Fox  v.  Harvester  Works,  83  Id.  333. 
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§  1592.  That  plaintiff  relied  on  warranty.  A  oomplaiiit  which 
iilleges  that  plaintitf  purchased  of  defendant  twenty-seven  head 
of  hogs;  that  defendant  represented  tliem  to  be  sound  and 
healthy;  that  the  plaintiff  relied  on  said  representations,  having 
no  opportunity  by  ordinary  diligence  to  discover  that  tho  same 
were  not  true;  that  in  fact  they  were  diseased  and  unhealthy, 
being  then  infected  with  hog  cholera,  and  known  to  be  so  by  the 
defendant,  and  that  afterwards  twenty-five  of  them  died  with 
that  disease,  is  good  on  demurrer.^ 

9  1593.  The  plaintiff  was  misled.  The  complaint  must  aver 
that  the  plaintiff  was  actually  misled  by  reason  of  the  warranty.*** 

I  1594.  Warranty  of  soundness.  A  general  warranty  of 
soundness  covers  even  visible  defects  of  a  chattel,  unless  they 
are  such  as  could  be  discerned  by  an  ordinary  observer  without 
peculiar  skill.**  A  mere  cold  controllable  by  ordinary  remedies, 
not  affecting  the  general  health  or  usefulness  of  a  horse,  is  not 
an  unsoundness.**  A  guaranty  that  the  article  should  pass  in- 
spection is  nothing  more  than  the  usual  warranty  of  the  sound- 
ness and  quality  of  the  thing  sold.*^*^ 

I  1595.  Bights  in  case  of  breach.  The  breach  of  a  warranty 
entitles  the  buyer  to  rescind  an  agreement  for  sale,  but  not  an 
executed  sale,  unless  the  warranty  was  intended  by  the  parties 
to  operate  as  a  condition.** 

S  1596.  On  a  warranty  of  Judgment. 

Form  No.  410. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  the 

defendant,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  assigned  to  this  plain- 
tiff a  judgment  which  on  the day  of , 

18..,  he  recovered  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of 

M  Baker  v.  McGlnnlsfi.  22  Tnd.  257. 

MHolman  v.  Dord,  12  Barb.  336;  Oneida  Mfp.  Soc.  v.  Lawrence, 
4  Cow.  440. 

M  Chit.  Oont.  4.5fi:  Pars.  Merc.  Law,  57:  Marpetson  t.  Wright,  20 
Enir.  O.  T^w,  269:  Birdseye  v.  Frost,  .34  Barb.  367:  see  Hoffman 
r.  Gates.  77  Oa.  701;  CrcMBsmnn  v.  .Tohuson.  63  Vt.  333;  Leavltt  ▼. 
Fletcher,  60  N.  H.  182. 

M  Sprinjrsteed  v.  Lawson,  14  Abb.  Pr.  328:  23  How.  Pr.  30a 

«7  Gibson  v.  Stevens.  R  How.  (XT.  S.)  384. 

w  Gal  Civil  Code,  «  1786. 

Vol.  T— 103 
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^  for  the  sum  of dollars,  in  a  oertain 

action  wherein  A.  B.,  defendant  above  named,  was  the  plaintiff,, 
and  one  C.  D.  was  defendant. 

II.  That  said  assignment  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  th©^ 
covenant]. 

III.  That  in  truth,  at  the  time  of  said  assignment,  said  judg- 
ment had  been  paid  in  full  to  the  defendant,  and  no  part  thweof 
was  or  now  is  due  thereon. 

lY.  That  by  means  of  the  premises  this  plaintiff  was  misled 

and  injured,  to  his  damage dollars 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1607.  On  a  warranty  of  a  note. 

Form  No.  411. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  the 

defendant  offered  to  pass  to  the  plaintiff,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, a  promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
[copy  of  the  note],  and  he  then  and  there  warranted  the  said 
note  to  have  been  made  by  the  said  A.  B. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  said  warranty,  purchased 
said  note  of  the  defendant,  and  paid  therefor  the  sura  of 
dollars. 

TIT.  That  said  note  was  not  made  by  said  A.  B.:  that  his 
name  was  forged  thereto. 

IV.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  wag  injared- 
and  misled,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judoment.T 


CHAPTEB  XI. 

BEYSEAL  CAUSES  OF  ACTION  UNITED. 

I  15M.  Cause  of  action  under  the  money  cotints. 

Form  No.  412. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiffs  complain,  and  allege: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plafntiflfs 
were  partners,  doing  business  at  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  state  of  California^  under  the  firm  name  of  A.  B.  & 
Co.,  and  the  defendants  were  partners  doing  business  at  the 
said  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  under  the  firm  name  of 
C.  D.  &  Co. 

First, —  For  a  first  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiffs  allege: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,   18 . . ,  at 

,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs 

deposited  with  the  defendants  the  sum  of dollars, 

gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  which  sum  the  defendants  prom- 
ised to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  on  demand. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs  demanded  payment  of  the  same 

from  the  defendants,  but  they  have  not  paid  the  same. 

Second. — And  for  a  second  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiffs 
allege: 

T.  That  on  the    day  of   ,   18 . . .  at 

the  defendants  received    dollars 

from  one  E.  F.,  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs. 

II.  That  the  defendants  have  not  paid  the  same. 

Third, —  And  for  a  third  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiffs  allege: 

T.  That  on  the   day  of   18 . . ,  at 

the  plaintiffs  lent  to  the  defendants 

dollars. 

n.  That  the  defendants  have  not  paid  the  same. 

IDemand  of  Judgment.^ 

1  The  plaintiff  may  iinifp  several  causes  of  action  in  the  same 
complaint  where  they  all  arise  out  of:  1.  Oontraots.  express  or  Im- 
plied; 2.  Claim 8  to  recover  Rpeclflc  real  property,  with  or  without 
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S  1599.  AccoimtB.  Wlien  separate  accounts  between  the  same 
pai'ties  are  separate  causes  of  action,  they  may  be  separately 
stated.^  The  plaintiff  may  demand  in  the  same  action  that  de- 
fendant account  for  and  refund  a  proportion  of  the  outfit  aad 
advances  made  on  a  joint  adventure.^ 

1  1600.  Causes  of  action  may  be  united.     The  plaintiff    may 

unite  several  causes  of  action  in  the  same  complaint  when  they 
arise  from  and  constitute  part  of  the  same  transaction,^  if  sucii 
union  does  not  amount  to  a  misjoinder,  in  which  case  the  ob- 
jection can  be  raised  only  by  demurrer.*  But  actions  so  united 
must  affect  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  not  require  different 
places  of  trial;  but  the  defendants  need  not  be  all  equally  af- 
fected.®   An  action  for  goods  sold  and  for  the  price  of  good-» 

damages  for  the  wlthholdiug  thereof,  or  for  waste  committed 
thereon,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same;  3.  Claims  to  recover 
specific  personal  property,  with  or  without  damages  for  the  with- 
holding thereof;  4.  Claims  agaiust  a  trustee  by  virtue  of  a  contract, 
or  by  oi)eration  of  law;  5.  Injuries  to  character;  6.  Injuries  to  per- 
son; 7.  Injuries  to  pr(H)erty.  The  causes  of  action  must  belong  to 
one  only  of  these  classes,  and  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  the 
action,  and  not  i*equire  different  places  of  trial,  and  must  b«>» 
separately  stated;  but  an  action  for  malicious  arrest  and  prosecu- 
tion, or  either  of  them,  may  be  united  with  an  action  for  either  an 
Injury  to  character  or  to  the  person.  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  $  427: 
N.  Y.  Code  Pro.,  §  484.  The  Ohio  Code,  section  80  (5019),  permits 
the  joinder  of  causes  of  action  for  injuries,  with  or  without  force.  t4> 
person  and  property,  or  either.  The  Wisconsin  Code,  section  31.  is 
the  same  as  the  Ohio  Code.  The  Iowa  Code,  section  2630.  is  as  fol- 
lows: "  Causes  of  action  of  whatevei*  kind,  where  Mieh  may  be 
prosecuted  by  tlie  same  kind  of  proceedings,  provided  that  they 
be  by  the  same  party,  and  against  the  same  party  in  the  same 
rights,  and  if  suit  on  all  may  bo  brought  and  tried  in  that  county, 
may  be  joined  in  the  same  petition;  but  the  court,  to  prevent  con- 
fusion therein,  may  direct  all  or  any  portion  of  the  issues  joined 
therein  to  be  tried  separately,  and  may  determine  the  order  thereof." 
Fnder  this  section,  tort  and  contract  may  be  joined.  Turner  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank.  26  Iowa,  r>G2.  Code  of  Dakota.  S  136.  Is  copied 
from  the  Ohio  Ood^:  Nevada  Code,  i  W:  Oregon  Coile.  S  91. 

2  Phillips  V.  Berick.  1«  .Johns.  136:  8  Am.  Dec.  2IU>:  Stevens  v. 
Lock  wood,  13  Wend.  644;  28  Am.  Dec.  492;  Staples  v.  Goodrfcb,  21 
Barb.  317;  Secor  v.  Sturgls,  2  Abb.  Pr.  69. 

3  Oarr  v.  Redman,  6  Cal.  .'>74. 

4  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  8  427;  and  see  K  314,  ante. 
R  Fritz  V.  Fritz,  23  Ind.  388. 

«  Karle  v.  Scott,  ."lO  How.  Pr.  .V)6:  see  Van  Wagenan  v.  Hunt.  7 
Knn,  ,?28:  T.add  v.  .Tames,  10  Ohio  St.  437;  see  Nichols  v.  Drew.  25 
Ilim.  315;  94  N.  Y.  22. 
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wrongfully  taken  from  a  third  person  and  sold,  may  be  joined; 
the  tort  in  the  latter  having  been  waived  by  its  assignment/ 
and  must  belong  to  the  same  class,®  and  must  be  consistent  with 
each  other.' 

I  1601.  ClalmB  in  two  capacities.  Claims  against  trustees 
by  virtue  of  a  contract,  or  by  operation  of  law,  may  be  joined.^^ 
So,  a  trust  and  a  vendor's  lien  may  be  united  in  one  action. ^^ 
Counts  on  promises  to  the  testator  and  to  his  executor  in  liis 
representative  capacity  may  be  joined.^^  Counts  on  promises 
made  by  the  testator  may  be  joined  with  counts  on  promises 
made  by  the  administrator,  as  such.*'*  After  counts  by  the  plain- 
tiff, as  executor,  for  an  excessive  distress,  and  for  distraining 
for  more  rent  than  was  due,  the  declaration  proceeded  thus: 
"  And  the  plaintiff,  as  such  executor  as  aforesaid,  also  sues 
the  defendant  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  as  such  executor 
as  aforesaid,  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  and  for  money 
received  by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for 
money  found  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on 
an  account  stated  between  them.     And  the  plaintiff,  as  such 

T  Hawk  ▼.  Thorn,  64  Barb.  164. 

scneveland  v.  Barrows,  59  Barb.  364;  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Oo., 
97  N.  Y.*245;  Bowen  v.  Mandevllle,  95  Id.  237;  Krower  v.  Reynolds, 
99  Id.  245. 

0  Smith  v.  Hallock,  8  How.  Pr.  73.  In  an  action  for  divorce  and 
alimony  It  is  not  an  improper  joinder  of  causes  of  action  to  seek 
at  the  same  time  to  set  aside  certain  fraudulent  conveyances  on 
which  an  award  of  alimony  is  dependent.  Prouty  v.  Pronty.  4 
Wash.  St  174.  In  an  action  by  a  stockholder  in  a  raining  corpora- 
tion, to  recover  against  the  directors  the  statutory  penalty  for 
failure  to  post  a  verified  iMdance  sheet  for  the  previous  month,  a 
complaint  which  alleges  in  one  count  more  than  one  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  directors  to  make  the  required  posting,  and  seeks  to 
recover  a  penalty  of  $1,000  for  each  failure,  does  not  Join  several 
distinct  causes  of  action.  Loveland  v.  Gamer,  71  CJal.  541.  Where 
the  complaint  sets  forth  only  one  cause  of  action  for  fraudulent 
mtsapiHropriation  by  a  trustee  of  the  funds  of  a  corporation,  and 
the  r^lef  sought  has  reference  only  to  this  cause  of  action,  it  is 
no  objection  to  the  complaint  that  the  relief  sought  is  not  single. 
Wlckersham  v.  Orittenden,  93  Cal.  17. 

10  Cal.  Oode  Olv.  Pro.,  S  427. 

n  Burt  V.  Wilson,  28  Cal.  632;  87  Am.  Dec.  142. 

12  Brown  v.  Webber,  6  Oush.  571;  Sullivan  v.  Holker,  15  llasn. 
B74. 

iSHapgood  V.  Houghton,  10  Pick.  154;  Dixon's  Bxecntors  v. 
Xamsay's  Administrators,  1  Cranch  0.  O.  472. 
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executor  as  aforesaid,  claims,  etc.     It  was  held,  on  demurrer^ 
that  the  declaration  was  bad  for  misjoinder.^* 

i  1602.  Claas-commoix  counts.  Where  the  form  of  the  actioii. 
is  the  same,  and  where  the  same  plea  may  be  pleaded  and  the 
same  judgment  given  on  all  the  counts,  they  are  well  joined.*^ 
So,  the  common  counts  may  be  united  in  one  complaint,  if 
separately  stated.^®  But  they  can  not  be  united  in  one  count 
as  one  cause  of  action,  without  any  specification  of  the  sum^ 
due  upon  each  several  cause.^'' 

S  1603.  Contracts.  Causes  of  action  arising  from  contracts, 
express  or  implied,  may  be  united.  Thus  claims  due  as  dam- 
ages for  delay,  and  a  demand  to  set  aside  an  award,  all  growing 
out  of  the  same  contract,  may  be  united  in  one  action.**  To 
reform  a  written  contract,  and  for  judgment  thereon,  when  re- 
formed.*® For  reformation  of  a  contract,  and  for  damages  for 
breach  of  it.^  Damages  for  false  representations,  and  for 
breach  of  contract.^*  Loss  of  goods  by  carrier,  and  aJso  for 
freight  overpaid.^    A  cause  of  action  for  false  representations 

14  Davles  V.  Davles,  1  Hurl.  &  Colt.  451. 

IB  Fairfield  v.  Burt,  11  Pick.  244;  Worster  v.  Canal  Bridge.  16  id. 
.541.  All  the  money  counts,  with  one  for  goods  sold  and  <3(pllvered, 
work  and  labor,  and  an  account  stated,  may  bo  combined  in  what 
Is  commonly  called  an  **  omnibus  count."  Cai>e  Elizabeth  v.  Lom- 
bard, 70  Me.  400;  Griffin  v.  Murdock,  88  id.  254. 

i«  Freeborn  v.  Glazer,  10  Gal.  337;  De  Witt  v.  Porter.  13  id.  171; 
Buckingham  v.  Waters,  14  Id.  146;  KeUer  v.  Hicks,  22  id.  457;  83 
Am.  Dec.  78;  Blrdseye  v.  Smith,  32  Barb.  217;  see  City  Carpet,  etc.. 
Works  V.  Jones,  102  Cel.  50G;  Richardson  v.  Carbon  Hill  Coal  Co., 
10  Wash.  St.  G48. 

17  Buckingham  v.  Waters,  14  Cal.  146. 

18  See  V.  Partridge,  2  Duer,  463. 

10  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  157-161;  2  Johns.  Oh.  585;  4  id.  144;  Goodinfc 
T.  M'Allster.  9  How.  Pr.  123. 

20  Bldwell  V.  A»tor  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  16  N.  Y.  263.  A  cause  of  action 
to  recover  back  money  paid  by  mistake  of  facts  rests  upon  an  im- 
plied contract,  and  may  be  Joined  with  a  cause  of  action  upon  an 
express  contract  for  the  recovery  of  rent  upon  premises  leased. 
Olmstead  v.  Dauphiny,  104  Cal.  635. 

21  Robinson  v.  Flint,  16  How.  Pr.  240;  7  Abb.  Pr.  398;  see.  how- 
ever. Waller  v.  Raskan,  12  How.  Pr.  28. 

22  Adams  y.  BiBseU.  28  Barb.  382L  As  to  contracts,  with  allega- 
tions of  matters  of  fraud,  see  Roth  v.  Palmer,  27  Barb.  652.  A 
cause  of  a<*tion  for  money  lost  through  the  noirllerpnce  of  a  bJillee, 
can  not  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  for  the  conversion  of  tb«^ 
money  to  the  use  of  the  defendant.    Stark  v.  Wellman.  96  Cal.  40O. 
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iu  inducing  liie  piaintiti  to  enter  into  a  contract,  and  a  cauBO  of 
iiction  for  a  breach  of  the  samo  contract,  may  be  joined.^  On 
the  joinder  of  ordinary  claims  in  contract  with  claims  for  which 
defendant  is  arrestable,  the  plaintiff  may  waive  arrestability  in 
the  latter  case.^ 

§  1604.  Contract  of  partners.  A  complaint,  after  stating 
c&use  of  action  on  a  contract  against  partners,  and  demanding 
judgment  therefor,  contained  also  allegations  that  the  defend- 
ants were  insolvent,  and  had  fraudulently  confested  judgment 
to  hinder  their  creditors,  and  demanded  an  injunction  and  a  re- 
ceiver. Held,  that  although  the  last  matter  might  be  obnoxious 
to  a  motion  to  strike  out,  its  insertion  did  not  render  the  com- 
plaint demurrable.^  In  Massachusetts,  a  surviving  partner  may 
join  in  the  same  action  a  demand  due  to  the  firm,  and  another 
due  to  himself  in  his  own  right;  or  demands  due  to  him  as  the 
surviving  partner  of  two  finns.^ 

§  1605.  Each  cause  complete.  £]ach  separate  cause  of  action, 
as  stated,  must  be  complete  in  itself,  and  must  stand  by  itself.^ 
And  conversely,  that  numerous  items  of  a  distinct  class  should 
be  stated  in  distinct  coiints.^ 

§  1606.  Injuries  to  the  person.  Claims  for  injuries  to  char- 
acter, or  injuries  to  character  and  malicious  arrest  and  prose- 
cution, may  be  united.^  Plaintiff  may  recover  in  an  action  for 
the  combined  injury  to  character  and  person,  when  the  matters 
arise  from  and  constitute  a  part  of  the  same  transaction.*^ 

23  Robinson  v.  Flint,  7  Abb.  Pr.  303,  note;  and  see.  also.  Freer  v. 
Denton,  61  N.  Y.  492;  Jones  v.  .Johnson.  10  Bush,  649. 

24  HIckox  V.  Fay,  36  Barb.  9-14. 

25  Meyer  v.  Van  CoUem,  7  Abb.  Pr.  222. 

26  Stafford  v.  Gold,  9  Pick.  533.  Misjoinder  of  causes  of  action 
Involving  partnership  transactions.  See  Behlow  v.  Fischer,  102  Oal. 
208;  but  compare  Bremner  v.  Leavltt,  109  id.  130. 

27LattIn  V.  McCarty,  17  How.  Pr.  230;  8  Abb.  Pr.  225;  see,  also, 
Watson  V.  S.  F.  &  H.  B.  R.  R.  Co.,  41  Cal.  17:  Harsen  v.  Bay  and, 
."^  Diiep.  n.56;  Dornian  v.  Kellam.  14  TTow.  Pr.  184;  8  314.  ante. 

2«  Adams  v.  HoHey,  12  How.  Pr.  320:  Hillraan  v.  Hlllman,  14  Id. 
4r»(^>;  and  see,  also,  r^npworthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  115. 

2»  Oal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  S  427;  Howe  v.  Peokhaiii.  6  How.  Pr.  220; 
S.  C,  10  Barb.  r>56:  Hull  v.  Vreeland,  42  id.  .i43;  18  Abb.  Pp.  182; 
Brown  V.  Rice,  51  Cal.  480;  Garter  v.  De  Camp.  40  Hun,  258;  Watto 
T.  Hilton,  3  Hun,  606. 

8^  .Tones  v.   Steamship   Cortes.    17   Cal.   487;   79  Am.   Dec.    142. 
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§  1607.  Injuries  to  person  and  property.  It  seems  that  uegli- 
geuce  and  the  damage  arising  therefrom,  both  to  the  porjwn  and 
property  of  plaintitt,  may  be  united.*^  For  one  injury,  all  Uie 
acts  of  negligence  should  be  alleged  in  one  count.^  Injuries 
resulting  to  both  person  and  property,  from  the  same  negligent 
act,  constitute  but  one  cause  of  action.^ 

S  1608.  Injuries  to  property.  Actions  for  injuries  to  prop- 
erty may  be  united.®*  The  union  in  one  count  of  a  complaint 
of  an  allegation  that  defendants  ''  have  wrongfully  buUt  dams 
and  flumes  across  said  Mormon  creek  *  *  *  so  as  to  turn 
the  water  of  said  creek  out  of  its  natural  channel,"  etc.,  and 
thus  divert  it  from  plaintiif,  with  an  allegation  that  defendants 
**have  constructed  gates,  etc.,  in  their  said  dams,  and, flumes, 
which  they  *  *  *  hoist  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  out 
said  dams  and  flumes  of  slum,  stone,  and  gravel,  the  accumula- 
tion of  which  renders  the  water  useless  to  plaintiff,"  does  not 
make  the  complaint  demurrable,  on  the  ground  that  it  unites 
several  distinct  causes  of  action  in  one  count.^  In  an  action 
for  injuries  to  a  mining  claim,  a  claim  for  damages  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  reason  of  the  breaking  away  of  the  defendant's  dam,  and 
the  consequent  washing  away  of  the  pay-dirt  of  the  plaintiff, 
may  properly  be  joined  with  a  claim  for  damages  for  preventing 
plaintiff  from  working  his  claim.**  Detention  of  property,  ajid 
injury  to  it  while  detained,  may  be  united.*'  Value  of  prop- 
erty destroyeyd,  and  damages,  may  be  united.^  Allegations  for 
conversion  and  detention,  and  prayer  for  specific  delivery,  is 

Oriminal  conversation  with  plaintlflTs  wife  held  to  be  an  injury  to 
the  person.  Delamater  v.  RusseU,  2  Code  R.  147.  So  also  te 
seduction.    Taylor  v.  North,  3  id.  9. 

81  Williams  v.  Holland,  10  Binf?.  112,  117;  Blinn  v.  OampboU.  14 
Johns.  433;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  10  Wend.  328;  1  Chit.  PI.  27;  Howe  T. 
Peokham,  6  How.  Pr.  229;  Freeman  v.  Webb,  21  Neb.  ICO. 

82  Dickens  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  13  How.  Pr.  228. 

33  Howe  V.  Peckham,  10  Barb.  656;  S.  O.,  6  How.  Pr.  229.  A  cause 
of  action  for  an  injury  to  the  person  is  improperly  united  witb  a 
separate  cause  of  action  for  a  subsequent  injury  to  the  complain- 
ant's property.     Thell'n  v.  Stewart.  100  Oal.  372. 

84Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  $  427:  Moore  v.  Massinl,  32  Cal.  5G0:  Howe 
V.  Peckham.  0  How.  Pr.  229:  Cleveland  v.  Barrows,  59  Barb.  8«4. 

85  Gale  V.  Tuolumne  Water  Co..  14  Cal.  25. 

86  Praler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Co..  12  Oal.  565;  73  Am.  Dec. 
8T  Smith  V.  Orser.  43  Barb.  187. 
WTendeson  v.  Marshall.  3  Cal.  440. 
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uo  misjoinder,  being  held  a  demand  for  only  one  kind  of 
remedy.^*  For  violation  of  agreement,  and  for  injury  to  per- 
sonal property.^  Damages  and  injunction  may  be  joined  in  an 
action  for  threatened  injury  to  property.  The  owner  of  land 
may  join  in  the  same  complaint  a  claim  for  damages,  as  as- 
signee, caused  by  a  trespass  on  the  land,  while  it  was  owned 
by  his  grantor,  and  a  claim  for  an  injunction  for  a  threatened 
injury  to  the  land.*^  The  plaintifiE  may  join  in  the  same  com- 
plaint a  cause  of  action  for  distinct  and  independent  injuries 
to  property,  and  the. property  injured  in  each  cause  of  action 
may  be  the  same  or  different,  and  may  be  either  personal  or 
real.^ 

§  1600.  Jurisdiction.  Where  the  separate  causes  of  action 
amount  together  to  more  than  the  sum  required  to  give  juris- 
diction^  if  joined  in  one  declaration  they  will  give  jurisdiction.** 

I  1610.  Money  counts  and  warranty.  Money  counts  may  be 
added  to  a  count  on  the  warranty.  Or  a  count  for  deceit  may 
be  added  to  a  count  on  the  warranty.^  But  a  claim  in  assumpsit 
for  warranty  of  a  horse,  and  for  wrongfully  concealing  hia  de- 
fects, could  not  be  united.**^  But  when  the  form  of  action  in 
tort  is  adopted,  it  is  not  necessary,  to  enable  plaintiff  to  recover 
upon  the  count  for  false  warranty,  that  a  scienter  should  be 
averred.** 

I  1611.  Money  had.  A  claim  for  money  had  and  received, 
and  a  claim  for  the  delivery  of  a  satisfied  promissory  note, 
arising  out  of  the  same  transaction,  may  be  united.*'' 

I  1612.  Quantum  meruit.  A  quantum  meruit  or  a  quantum 
vdkbat  may  be  joined  with  counts  upon  a  specialty.*^ 

» Vogel  V.  Babcock,  1  Abb.  Pr.  176. 
40  Badger  v.  Benedict  1  HUt.  414;  4  Abb.  Pr.  17a 
♦»  Moore  v.  Massini,  32  Oal.  500. 
4a  Id. 

4»  RIdgway  v.  Pancost,  1  CTranch  O.  O.  88. 

44  Vail  V.  Strong,  10  Vt.  457;  Dobbin  v.  Foylea,  2  Oranch  O.  O.  65 
46  Sweet  V.  Ingerson,  12  How.   Pr.  331;  Springstead  v.  Lawson. 
23  id.  302. 

46  Brown  v.  Edgington,  2  Man.  &  G.  279;  Holman  y.  Dord,  ID 
Barb.  336;  Sohncbardt  y.  Allena  1  Wall.  359. 

47  Gaboon  v.  Bank  of  Utlca,  7  How.  Pr.  401. 

48  Smith  V.  First  Oong.  Meetinf->*'^"*''»  of  T,owell,  8  Pick.  178;  Van 
Bensen  v.  Blum,  18  Id.  229;  29  Am.  Dec.  582. 
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S  1613.  Separate  demands.  Separate  demanda  under  one 
and  the  same  right  may  likewise  properly  be  jcnned  in  the  same 
count.^^  Several  grounds  of  liability  against  the  same  defend- 
anty  ariaing  out  of  the  same  transaction^  may  be  joined  in.  one 
action.^  By  the  same  plaintiff^  as  devisee  for  rent^  and  as 
executrix,  for  breach  of  covenant,  all  arising  out  of  the  same 
lease.^^  So  also  claims  against  the  same  defendant  in  different 
capacities  may  be  united.^^  For  money  received  on  account  of 
an  estate,  and  also  for  a  promissory  note  which  is  part  of  the 
estate,  but  payable  to  the  executor  individually.^'  So  of  claims 
against  various  parties,  liable  to  contribute  their  proportion  for 
repairs,  for  the  general  benefit  of  all.^  Against  constable  for 
different  breaches  of  duty,  and  against  his  surety,  held  capable 
of  joinder."  It  would  also  seem  that  in  New  York,  a  claim  by 
a  stockholder,  who  is  also  a  judgment  creditor  of  a  corporation, 
may  in  certain  cases  maintain  an  action  against  the  corporation, 
and  against  its  other  stockholders,  and  its  other  creditors^  with 
a  view  to  ascertain  and  provide  for  the  rights  of  all  paxtieSb* 

§  1614.  Several  counts.  A  complaint  which  contains  a  count 
setting  forth  the  facts  attending  the  purchase  of  a  county  war- 
rant by  plaintiff,  and  charging  that  defendants  are  liable  upon 
an  implied  contract  to  repay  the  purchase  money,  and  a  second 
count  charging  defendants  as  indorsers  of  negotiable  paper  and 
a  third  count  in  the  usual  form  for  money  had  and  received, 
is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground  of  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of 
action.'^  In  Iowa,  a  party  may  state  in  one  count  a  cause  of 
action  on  a  note,  and  in  another  a  cause  of  action  on  the  con- 
sideration of  a  note.** 

§  1615.  Specific  performance.  A  claim  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  convey  real  estate,  and  for  payment  of  a 
reasonable  sum  for  use  and  occupation,  is  not  setting  up  two 

4»Longworthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr.  115:  and  see  Wood  v.  Sidnex 
Sash,  etc.,  Co.,  92  Hun,  22;  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  885. 

WDnrant  v.  Gardner,  10  How.  Pr.  94;  10  Abb.  Pf.  445. 

«i  Armstronjf  v.  Hall,  17  How.  Pr.  76. 

BaPuffsley  v.  Aiken.  11  N.  Y.  494;  Lord  v.  Vreeland,  13  AMk  Pr. 
195. 

M  Welles  V.  WebBter,  9  How.  Pr.  251, 

M  Penman  v.  Prince,  40  Barb.  213. 

M  Moore  v.  Smith.  10  How.  Pr.  361. 

M  Oeory  v.  New  York  &  Liverpool  S.  S.  Co.,  12  Abb.  Pr. 

WKellrr  v.  Hloks.  22  Cal.  457:  S3  Am.  Dec.  7a 

MCamp  V,  Wllfion.  lf>  Iowa,  225. 
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distinct  causes  of  action  which  can  not  be  united.'*  Grantor 
with  warranty,  and  holder  of  an  incumbrance,  may  be  joined, 
to  obtain  satisfaction  of  such  incumbrance,  and  a  recovery  over 
for  any  amount  found  due  on  it.^ 

I  1616.  SpedlLc  personal  property.  Claims  for  the  recovery 
of  specific  personal  property,  with  or  without  damages  for  the 
withholding  thereof,  may  be  joined.®*  So  also  replevin  and 
fraud  may  be  united.** 

§  1617.  Specific  real  property.  Claims  to  recover  specific  real 
property,  with  or  without  damages  for  the  withholding  thereof, 
or  for  waste  committed  thereon,  and  the  rents  and  profits  on 
the  same  may  be  united.*®  A  complaint  in  ejectment  may  be 
for  two  separate  and  distinct  pieces  of  land,  but  the  causes  of 
action  must  be  separately  stated,  and  affect  all  the  parties  to 
the  action,  and  not  require  different  places  of  trial.**  Otherwise 
it  would  appear  that  the  old  form  of  declaring  in  ejectment  by 
separate  counts  is  no  longer  admissible.® 

§  1618.  Specific  relief ..  Claims  by  a  debtor  to  have  obliga- 
tions delivered  up  and  canceled,  and  an  account  of  the  securities 
pledged  for  them,  and  payment  of  the  overplus,  is  but  one  cause 
of  action.**  A  cause  of  action  for  reformation  of  mortgage, 
and  for  simultaneous  foreclosure,  may  be  united.**'  So,  suit 
against  indorser  for  liability  on  note,  and  for  decree  against 
mortgagor  foreclosing  the  mortgage,  may  be  united;*®  and  a 

«•  Spier  V.  Robinson,  9  How.  Pr.  326.  A  cause  of  action  for 
damages  for  breach  of  a  contract,  and  one  for  specific  performance 
of  tbe  same  contract  may  properly  be  joined  In  the  same  complaint 
without  separately  stating  them.  San  Diego  Water  Go.  v.  San  Diego 
rinme  Co.,  108  Cal.  549. 

«o  Wandle  v.  Turney,  5  Duer,  061. 

M  CaJ.  Code  Oiv.  Pro.,  fi  427. 

«a  Truebody  v.  Jacobson,  2  Cal.  209. 

«aOal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  427;  Sullivan  v.  Davis,  4  Cal.  291;  Hoff- 
man V.  Tuolumne  Water  Co.,  10  id.  413;  Gale  v.  Tuolumne  Water 
.  Co.,  14  id.  25;  Hotchkisfi  v.  Auburn  &  Rochester  R,  R.  Co.,  36  Barb. 
600:  Stemberger  v.  McOovem,  56  N.  Y.  12;  Perry  v.  Richardson, 
27  Ohio  St.  110. 

«4  Boles  V.  Kohen,  15  Cal.  150. 

«  St.  John  V.  Pierce,  22  Barb.  362. 

« Gaboon  v.  Bank  of  Utioa,  7  N.  Y.  486:  S.  C.  7  How.  Pr.  401; 
reversing  id.  134. 

«T  Depnyster  v.  Hasbrouck,  11  N.  Y.  582. 

e»  Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299;  Eastman  v.  Turman,  24  id.  882. 
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claim  to  reform  an  assignment  in  part^  and  for  accouixting  under 
it  when  reformed.** 

§  1619.  Trespass.  In  MasBachusetts^  under  trespass^  the  sev- 
eral  species  of  quare  clausum  and  de  bonus  asportatis  may  be 
joined.*^^  Counts  in  trespass  upon  the  case  may  be  joined  with 
a  count  in  trover.^  So,  a  cause  of  action  for  cutting  wood, 
and  also  one  for  the  conversion  of  wood,  may  be  combined.*'* 
A  cause  of  action  for  damages  for  a  trespass,  and  a  causo  of 
action  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  further  or  additional  tres- 
pass threatened  to  be  committed  upon  the  same  property,  may 
be  joined;''^  and  the  objection  that  they  are  not  separately  stated 
can  not  be  reached  by  demurrer  on  that  ground,  but  only  by 
motion,  unless  the  complaint  is  thereby  made  ambiguous,  un- 
intelligible, or  uncertain.''*  Under  section  484,  subdivision  9, 
New  York  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a  cause  of  action  for  tres- 
pass upon  land,  and  a  cause,  of  action  for  conversion  of  personal 
property,  when  both  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  may  be 
united.'"*  A  complaint  setting  forth  two  causes  of  action,  one 
for  entering  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  under  water  and  taking 
and  carrying  away  fish,  the  other  for  a  like  entry  upon  the 
plaintiff's  land  and  catching  and  killing  animals  thereon,  states 
two  causes  of  action  for  injuries  to  real  estate,  which  may  be 
properly  joined.''®  The  additional  allegations  of  injuries  to  per- 
sonal property  are  not  statements  of  separate  causes  of  action, 
but  mere  averments  in  aggravation  of  the  wrongful  entry.^ 
Allegations  as  to  seduction,  in  a  complaint  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage,  are  merely  in  aggravation  of  damages,  and  do  not 
make  the  complaint  open  to  the  charge  of  embracing  two  causes 
of  action,  seduction  not  being  actionable  at  the  suit  of  the 
person  seduced.''^    Counts  may  be  joined  in  the  same  declaration 

«  Garner  v.  Wright,  28  How.  Pr.  92. 

TO  Bishop  V.  Baker.  19  Pick.  517. 

Ti  Ayer  v.  Bartlett,  9  Pick.  160. 

72  Rodgers  v.  Rodgers.  11  Barb.  586. 

78  Jacob  V.  Lorenz.  98  Gal.  332. 

74  Id. 

76  Policy  V.  WilklBBon,  5  Civ.  Pro.  Rep.  186. 

76  WhatUng  v.  Nash,  41  Hun.  579. 

77  Id.;  also,  Gilbert  v.  Prltchard,  41  Hun,  46;  bnt  compare  Gfun 
T.  Fellows,  Id.  257. 

78  GetaselBon  v.  Bernst^n,  87  N.  T.  Supp.  220;  72  N.  Y.  St  Rep. 
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for  iijalicious  prosecution  and  slander J^  A  complaint  in  aa 
ui-.iion  to  remove  a  cloud  on  title  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  objec- 
tion that  it  improperly  unites  several  causes  of  action  because  it 
sett)  out  sevei-al  reasons  why  the  outstanding  title  is  invalid.^ 
Nor  is  a  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  principal  for  an  accounting 
from  an  agent  demurrable  for  misjoinder  of  different  causes  of 
action,  because  it  alleges  various  kinds  of  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  the  agent.®*  A  complaint  against  an  executor  individu- 
ally and  to  recover  a  deposit  of  purchase  money  paid  him  as 
executor  is  demurrable  for  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant  and 
for  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.®^  A  joint  action  will  not 
lie  against  the  separate  owners  of  dogs  which  unite  in  destroy- 
ing the  property  of  a  third  person.  Each  owner  is  liable  ouly 
for  the  damage  clone  by  his  own  dog,  and  not  for  that  which  is 
done  by  the  dogs  which  do  not  belong  to  him.®^ 

79  Bible  v.  Palmer,  95  Tenn.  393.    Or  for  false  Imprisonment  and 
slander.     De  Wolfe  v.  Abraham,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1029. 

80  Day  V.  Schnider,  28  Oreg.  457. 

81  Ivumber  Oo,  v.  Reynolds,  111  Cal.  588. 
aa  Schlicker  v.  Hemenway,  110  Cal.  579. 

w  State,  etc.  v.  Wood  (Sup.  Ct  N.  J.),  35  Atl.  Rep.  664. 


SUBDIVISION  FIFTH. 

FOB  DAMAGES  UPON  WBONG& 


PABT  FIBfiT  — FOB  INJUBIB8  TO  THS  PEffiBON. 

CHAPTEB  I. 

FOB  ASSAULT  AMD  BATTBBT. 

I  1890.  Common  form. 

Form  No,  41$, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complaioB^  and  alleges: 

1.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  the- 

defendant  violently  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  struck  him  [state 
where]  several  blows,  and  also  tore  the  clothes  from  the  plain- 
tiff's person  [describe  the  violence  used,  and  its  consequences]; 
to  his  damage dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  for 

dollars,  his  damages  aforesaid. 

I  1621.  Abatement  of  action.  Action  for  assault  and  battery 
can  only  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  party  immediately  in- 
jured, and  if  he  dies  the  remedy  determines.^  This  is  the  rule 
at  common  law,  but  is  changed  by  the  statutes  of  many  of  the 
states.  And  for  injuries  committed  on  the  wife  by  battery, 
husband  and  wife  must  join;  and  \{  she  die  before  judgment  the 
suit  abates.*  But  if  the  wife  dies  after  judgment,  the  judgment 
survives  to  the  husband.* 

f  1622.  Assault  defined  —  inataneea.  An  assault  is  an  unlaw- 
ful attempt,  coupled  with  a  present  ability,  to  commit  a  violent 
injury  on  the  person  of  another.*    An  assault  is  an  offer  to 

1 1  ChU.  PI.  60. 

a  1  Ohit.  PI.  73. 

»  Stroop  V.  Swarts,  12  Serg.  &  R.  76. 

«  Cal.  Pen.  Code.  ^  240;  see,  also,  State  v.  Sears,  86  Mo.  160:  SUven 
T.  Baker,  87  Ky.  .WS;  Chapman  v.  State,  78  Ala.  463;  56  Am.  Rep. 
42. 
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strike^  beat^  or  commit  an  act  of  violence  on  the  person  of 
another,  without  actually  doing  it  or  touching  his  person;*^ 
striking  at  a  person  with  the  hand  or  with  a  stick,  or  by  shak- 
ing the  fist  at  him,  or  presenting  a  gun  or  other  weapon  within 
such  a  distance  as  that  a  hurt  might  be  given,  or  drawing  a 
sword  and  brandishing  it  in  a  menacing  manner,  provided  the 
act  is  done  with  intent  to  do  some  corporal  hurt.®  The 
drawing  of  a  pistol  on  another,  accompanied  by  a  threat  to 
use  it  unless  the  other  immediately  leave  the  spot,  is  an  assault,, 
although  the  pistol 'is  not  pointed  at  the  person  threatened.^ 
Cocking  and  raising  a  gun,  and  threatening  to  shoot  a  person^ 
when  the  act  indicates  an  intention  to  shoot;®  or  raising  a  club 
over  the  head  of  a  woman  within  striking  distance,  and  threat- 
ening to  strike  her  if  she  opens  her  mouth,  are  assaults.'  So 
also  to  double  the  iist  and  run  it  at  another,  saying:  ''  If  you 
do  that  again  I  will  knock  you  down.'**^  So  the  mere  taking 
hold  of  the  coat,  or  laying  the  hand  gently  on  the  person  of  an- 
other, if  done  in  anger,  or  in  a  rude  and  insolent  manner,  or 
vith  a  view  to  hostility,  amounts  not  only  to  an  assault,  but 
to  a  battery.*^ 

fi  1628.  AMMtult  and  Blander.  A  plaintiff  may  aver  in  his 
complaint  all  that  took  place  at  the  time,  though  a  part  con- 
stitute an  assault,  and  part  a  slander,  and  recover  damages 
which  he  has  sustfiined  for  the  compound  injury.** 

f  1624.  Avoiding  injury.  To  recover  damages  for  an  assault 
and  battery,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  have 

»  Johnson  v.  Thompklns,  1  Baldw.  571,  600. 

•  United  Stages  v.  Ortega,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  534;  United  States  t. 
Hand,  2  id.  435;  State  v.  Martin.  85  N.  O.  508;  39  Am.  Rep.  711; 
Hairston  v.  State,  54  Miss.  689. 

7  P^ple  V.  McMakIn,  8  Cal.  547. 

«  United  States  v.  Kierman,  3  Oranch  a  a  436. 

•  United  States  r.  Richardson,  5  Oranch  G.  O.  348. 

10  United  States  v.  Meyers,  1  Oranch  C.  a  310. 

11  United  States  v.  Ortejfa,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  534.  Further  illnstra- 
tions.  See  Clark  v.  Downing.  55  Vt  259;  45  Am.  Rep.  612;  Cooper 
T.  McKenna,  124  Mass.  284;  26  Am.  Rep.  667;  Dyk  v.  De  Young, 
35  111.  App.  138;  Ooodnim  v.  State,  60  Ga.  509.  Riding  a  bicycle 
against  one  on  a  sidewalk  in  a  rude  and  reckless  manner  is  an 
actionable  assault.  Mercer  t.  Oorbln,  117  Ind.  460;  10  Am.  St  Rep. 
76. 

12  Brewer  v.  Temple,  15  How.  Pr.  286. 


g§    1625-1628  FOKMS   OF   COMPLAINTS.  832 

« 

lied  to  avoid  the  iujurj',  if  lie  used  ordinary  care  to  prevent 
injury,  and  it  ensued  from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defefndaat^^ 

I  1625.  Battery  defined.  A  battery  is  any  willful  and  unlaw-' 
f ul  use  of  force  or  violence  upon  the  person  of  another.**  A 
battery  is  the  touching  or  commission  of  any  actual  violence  on 
the  person  of  another  in  a  rude  and  angr}'  manner.**^ 

f  1626.  Damages.  In  cases  of  aggravated  assault,  the  jury 
Are  permitted  to  give  exemplary  or  punitive  damages.^**  An  em- 
ployer, though  not  present,  and  in  no  manner  consenting  to 
or  aiding  the  assault,  is  liable  for  the  actual  damage  sustained 
in  an  assault  upon  the  person,  committed  by  his  serv^ts  or 
employees,  while  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  such.*^. 

i  1627.  Malice.  The  language  of  the  defendant  while  com- 
mitting the  assault  is  admissible  in  evidence,  for  the  purpose 
of  characterizing  the  act  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  malice.** 

• 

f  1628.  AMMtult  by  master  of  vessel.  A  master  or  commander 
of  a  vessel  is,  in  general,  not  liable  to  an  action  for  asaaalt  ami 
battery,  for  chastisement  inflicted  upon  a  seaman  or  marine, 
where  he  acted  under  a  sincere  conviction  that  it  was  neoessary 
to  enforce  discipline  or  compel  obedience  to  orders,  and  not 
from  passion  or  revenge.*®  So,  where  a  master,  believing  there 
is  immediate  danger  of  mutiny,  makes  use  of  a  dangerous  or 
deadly  weapon  to  reduce  a  seaman,  actually  in  mutiny,  to  obedi- 
ence, he  is  not  liable.^  Seamen  are  generally  entitled  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  assault  and  battery  from  the  officer  of  a 

18  Heady  v.  Wood,  (5  Tnd.  82. 

14  Cal.  Penal  Code,  ft  242. 

iJV.TohnBon  v.  Tompkins,  1  Baldw.  .571,  600. 

leDrohn  v.  Brewer,  77  III.  280:  33  Mich.  40;  20  Am.  Re|^.  ««; 
Wilson  V.  Middleton,  2  Cal.  54:  Wade  v.  Thayer.  40  Id.  J>78:  see,  alao, 
Wheaton  v.  N.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.  Oo..  36  id.  !590:  Shea  v.  P.  A  B.  V. 
R.  R.  Oo..  44  id.  414:  Webb  v.  Oilman,  80  Me.  177:  Lavery  t.  Orooke. 
52  Wis.  m2:  38  Am.  Rep.  768. 

17  Wade  T.  Thayer.  40  Cal.  .'>78. 

18  McDoiifrall  v.  McGulre,  3.5  Cal.  274:  95  Am.  Dec.  »8:  BrswiiiBki 
T.  Tlem^,  60  Conn.  .5.5. 

i»  Dinsman  t.  WHkes.  12  How.  (V.  S.)  390:  compare  United  Statm 
T.  Freeman,  4  Mason.  .505:  Thompson  v.  Busoh.  4  Wash.  O.  C  2W8. 

20  Roberts  v.  Eldridpp,  1  Sprapne.  54:  Fnlted  States  v.  Colhy.  id. 
119:  T'nitcd  States  v.  T.nnt,  id.  .311.  As  to  what  will  justify  corporal 
punishment  of  sr-nmen.  see  Morris  v.  ronioll.  1  Snracue.  62:  Payne 
V.  AUen,  id.  304:  Sheridan  v.  Furbur.  1  Blatchf.  &  H.  423. 
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bhip:  1.  Where  a  personal  violence  is  inflicted  wantonly,  and 
without  provocation  or  cause;  2.  Where  there  was  provocation 
or  cause,  but  the  punishment  was  cruel  or  excessive;  3.  Usually 
where  the  punishment  is  inflicted  with  a  dangerous  or  deadly 
weapon.** 

S  1689.  Principal.    One  who  is  present  and  encourages  an 

a^ssault  and  battery  is  a  principal.^ 

I  1630.  Provocation.  No  words  of  provocation  will  justify 
an  assault,  although  they  may  constitute  a  ground  for  the  reduc- 
tion of  damages.^ 

§  1631.  When  action  lies.  Assault  and  battery  will  lie 
against  a  steamboat,  for  an  assault  and  batter}'  committed  by 
the  mate  or  other  officer  of  the  boat,  on  tlie  person  of  a  passen- 
ger, while  such  boat  is  being  navigated  on  the  rivers  within  or 
bordering  on  the  state.^  Assault  and  battery  lies  for  injury  to 
the  relative,  as  for  beating,  wounding  and  imprisoning  a  wife 
or  servant,  by  which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  a  loss.*  So 
where  the  battery,  imprisonment,  etc.,  were  in  the  first  instance 
lawful,  but  unnecessary  violence  was  used.^  One  i&  guilty  of 
asBault  and  battery  who  delivers  to  another  a  thing  to  bo  eaten, 
knowing  that  it  contains  a  foreign  substance  —  as  cantharides — 
and  concealing  the  fact,  if  the  other,  in  ignorance  of  the  fact, 
eats  it,  and  is  injured  in  health.^  Acts  mala  prohibita  do  not 
become  mala  in  se,  unless  done  willfully  and  corruptly.  One 
who  drives  over  another  in  negligence  merely,  is  not  rendered 

2iFort)e8  V.  Parsons,  Crabbe,  283;  compare  Dlnsmnn  v.  Wilkes, 
12  How.  (U.  8.)  390.  For  the  law  governlni?  such  liability,  see 
IT.  8-  Rev.  Stat  at  L..  fi  5347. 

fflOoata  V.  Darby.  2  N.  Y.  517;  5  Ohio,  250;  United  States  v. 
nicketts,  1  Cranch  C.  O.  164. 

23Cashman  v.  Ryan.  1  Story,  91;  Scott  v.  Fleminp,  16  lU.  App. 
539;  Smith  v.  BagweU,  19  Fla.  117;  45  Am.  Rep.  12;  Keid  v.  State, 
71  Ga.  865. 

24  Lay  y.  Steamboat,  etc.,  28  111.  412;  81  Am.  Dec.  292. 

»9  06.  113;  10  id.  130;  Bland  v.  Drake,  1  Chit.  167;  Pinker  v. 
Banking  Co.,  81  Ga.  461;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  328;  Daniel  v.  Swearen^^en, 
(\  S.  C.  207:  2A  \m.  Rop.  471.  When  not  nnder  the  color  of  process, 
See  11  Mod.  180;  Sohmeider  v.  McLane,  36  Barh.  405. 

281  Chit.  PI.  167;  Pease  v.  Bnrt,  3  Day.  485;  Elliott  v.  Brown,  2 
W^nd.  497;  20  Am.  Deo.  644:  Boles  v.  Plnkorton,  7  Dana,  453;  Han- 
aen  v.  Ekles,  15  Mnf»s.  347:  Bennott  v.  Apploton,  25  Wond.  371. 

27  Commonwealth  y.  Stratton.  114  Mass.  303;  19  Am.  Rep.  860. 

Y^-^j..  T— 105 
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guilty  of  a  criminal  a^^ault  and  battery  by  the  f a£t  that  he.  does 
so  while  violating  a  city  ordinance  against  fast  driving.* 

9  1682.  Willfuly  malidoiM.  It  is  not  necessary  in  aa  action 
for  a  simple  assault  and  battery  to  charge  in  terms  that  it  was 
**  willful "  or  ''  malicious  "  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain 
his  action.^ 

S   1638.  The  same  —  abort  form. 

Form  No.  414, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges:  y 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   y  18..,  at 

the   y  the  defendant  assaulted  and  beat  him,  to 

his  damage dollars. 

[DemvVND  of  Judokent.] 

§  1684.  Xarxled  woman,  allegation  of  aasanlt  by. 

Form  No.  415. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  de* 

fendant  C.  E.,  she  being  then,  as  now,  the  wife  of  the  defeadant 
E.  F.  [continue  as  in  preceding  form]. 

f  1685.  The  same  —  witb  8i>6<dal  damages. 

Form  No.  416. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  assaulted  and  beat  the  plaintiff 

until  he  became  insensible. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  disabled  from  attending 
to  his  business  for  weeks  thereafter,  and  was  compelled  to  pay 

dollars  for  medical  attendance,  and  has  been  ever 

since  disabled  [from  using  his  left  arm;  or  otherwise  state  the 
damage^  as  the  case  may  be],  to  his  damage  .^ dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

SB  Gommonwealtb  v.  Adama»  114  Mass.  828;  19  Am.  Rep.  862.  An 
action  for  assault  and  battery  will  lie  against  an  infant.  Peterson  t. 
Hoffner,  69  Ind.  130:  26  Am.  Rep.  81;  Vosbnrg  t.  Pntnay,  80  Wis. 
523;  27  Am.  St  Rep.  47. 

»  Andrews  t.  Stone,  10  lilnn.  72;  Sloan  t.  Speaker,  68  Mo.  App. 
.321. 
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S  1686.  Against  a  coriK>TatiozL  for  damag«a  cauMd  by  an  as- 
savlt  and  forcible  ejection  from  a  car. 

Form  No,  417, 

[TlTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
was,  and  now  is  a  corporation,  duly  organized  under  and  pur- 
suant to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  was  the  owner  of  a  certain 

railroad  know^n  as  the railroad,  with  the  tracks, 

cars,  and  other  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  and  was  a 
common  carrier  of  passengers  from to 

II.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  with  unnecessary  violence  assaulted 

the  plaintiif  and  forcibly  ejected  him  from  one  of  its  cars. 

m.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  disabled  from  attending 

to  his  business  for weeks  thereafter,  and  has  ever 

since  been  disabled  from  using  [his  left  foot  or  otherwise],  and 
was  compelled  to  pay dollars  for  medical  attend- 
ance, to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1686a.  Alle^ng  the  facte.  It  is  held  that  in  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  an  assault,  the  complaint  or  petition  must 
allege  the  facts  which  constitute  the  assault,  and  that  it  is 
not  sufficient  to-  allege  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  "as- 
saulted" the  plaintiff,  what  constitutes  an  assault  being  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court.*^  On  the  other  hand,  a  general 
allegation  that  the  defendant  "  assaulted  "  the  plaintiff,  stand- 
ing alone,  has  been  held  sufficient.*^ 

f  1637.  Conductor  of  car.  The  right  of  a  car  conductor  on 
a  railroad  to  fexpel  a  passenger  for  nonpayment  of  the  fare,  must 
be  exercised  in  such  a  manner  as  is  consistent  with  the  safety 
of  the  passenger's  life.  He  must  first  stop  the  car,  and  if  he 
attempts  to  eject  him  without  stopping  the  car,  the  passenger 
has  the  same  right  to  repel  the  attempt  that  he  has  to  resist 
a  direct  attempt  to  take  his  life.'*    Although  a  person  may  be 

•0  StiTera  V.  Baker,  87  Ky.  508. 

31  Mitchell  V.  Mitchell,  45  Minn.  50;  see,  also,  Braezinskl  v.  Tler- 
ney,  60  Conn.  55. 

n  See  Sanford  y.  Blghth  Ayenne  B^  B^  0>.,  28  N.  T.  848;  80  Am. 
Dec.  286. 
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wrongfully  upon  the  cars,  the  conductor  must  use  reasonable 
care  and  prudence  in  removing  him.^ 

S  1638.  Corporation.  An  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and 
battery  will  lie  against  a  corporation,  if  it  has  power  to  authorize 
the  act  done,  and  has  done  so;  and  a  servant  of  the  company 
may  be  "ioined  as  a  defendant.^ 

9  1639.  Damages.  In  cases  of  injury  to  the  person  from 
negligence  of  a  conductor  of  a*  car,  the  law  does  not  prescribe 
any  fixed  or  definite  rule  of  damages,  but  from  necessity  leaves 
their  assessment  to  the  good  sense  and  unbiased  judgment  of 
the  jury.®^ 

9  164a  Exemplary  damages.  A  railroad  company  may  be 
charged  with  exemplary  damages  for  injuries  done  with  #orce 
or  malice  to  a  passenger  by  a  conductor  of  said  company.** 

f  1641.  Master  and  servant.  The  master  is  liable  for  the 
servant,  if  he  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.^  The 
relation  of  conductor  on  a  car  and  the  company  for  whom  he 
is  acting  as  conductor  is  that  of  master  and  servant,  and  the 
relation  being  established,  all  else  is  mode  and  manner,  and 
as  to  that  the  master  is  responsible.^ 

I  1642.  Forcible  ejection.  If  a  person  be  of  mature  years, 
the  mere  words  of  the  driver,  ordering  him  to  get  off,  could 
not  be  regarded  as  a  forcible  ejection  of  the  plaintiff  from  the 
car  at  a  time  when  it  was  dangerous  to  leave  it;  but  if  a  chiM 
of  ten  years  of  age  was  so  ordered,  his  obedience  would  be 
naturally  expected,  without  regard  to  the  risk  he  might  incur, 
and  in  respect  to  a  child  so  young  the  command  would  be 
equivalent  to  compulsion.^ 

4 

M  Kline  V.  O.  P.  R.  R.  Oo..  37  Oal.  400:  99  Am.  Dec.  282. 

•4  Brokaw  v.  N.  .T.  R.  &  T.  Co.,  32  N.  J.  L.  328:  90  Am.  Dec.  650; 
National  Bank  v.  Graham,  100  F.  S.  702. 

MAldrich  V.  Palmer,  24  Cal.  513:  cited  in  Wheaton  v.  N.  B.  & 
M.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  id.  500. 

86  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Blo<^er,  27  Md.  277:  see  Hamil- 
ton V.  Railway  Co.,  17  Mont.  334. 

37  Kline  v.  O.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Oal.  400;  99  Am.  Dec.  282. 

38  Id. 

39Tx>vett  y.  Salem  &  South  Danvera  R.  R.  Oo.,  9  Allen  (Haaa.). 
561 :  cited  in  Kline  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  of  California.  37  Cal. 
400:  99  Am.  Dec.  282,  where  it  goes  on  to  state:  "  We  have  no  doubt 
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I  1648.  Mutual  negligence.  If  the  plaintiff  be  in  the  wrongs 
jet  if  his  wrong  or  negligence  is  remote  —  that  ib,  does  not  im- 
mediately accompany  the  transaction  from  which  his  injury 
resulted  —  the  defendant  can  not  excuse  himself  on  the  score 
of  mutuality,  nor  absolve  himself  from  his  obligation  to  exer- 
cise reasonable  care  and  prudence  in  what  he  may  do.^  So  the 
entry  on  a  car,  if  an  accomplished  fact,  is  only  a  remote  cause 
of  the  injury  inflicted  by  a  subsequent  ejection  from  the  car; 
nor  did  it  absolve  the  conductor  from  the  duty  of  observing 
reasonable  care  and  prudence  in  putting  him  off  the  train.^^ 
Mutual  or  co-operating  negligence,  which  deprives  one  party 
of  any  right  of  action  against  the  other,  is  when  the  act  which 
produced  the  injury  would  not  have  occurred  but  for  the  com- 
bined negligence  of  both.  But  where  the  negligence  of  one 
party  would  produce  injury  in  any  event,  with  or  without  the 
negligence  of  the  other,  then  it  becomes  a  mere  question  of 
adjustment  of  damages.**  Where  negligence  exists  on  both 
sides,  that  of  the  plaintiff  must  have  contributed  to  the  injury, 
or  it  will  not  excuse  the  defendant*" 

f  1644.  Bemoving  treepaseers.  A  man  can  not  lawfully  push 
another  off  from  his  land  without  first  requesting  him  to  get 
off.**  But  mechanics  in  charge  of  a  house  which  they  are 
building  have  a  right  to  remove  gently  persons  coming  into  the 
building  without  authority,  if  they  will  not  depart  upon  re- 
quest.** The  abuse  of  legal  authority  which  will  make  a  person 
a  trespasser  ab  initio^  is  the  abuse  of  some  special  and  particular 
authority  given  by  law;  and  the  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  the 
case  of  an  agent  in  a  factory  who  uses  improper  force  in  eject- 
ing a  disorderly  person  employed  there.*^ 

that  in  case  a  Rhow  or  demonstration  of  force  siifflcient  to  Impreee 
a  reaaonable  person  with  the  belief  that  It  will  be  employed,  must 
be  held  to  be  the  equivalent  of  aetaaJ  force." 

40  Kline  v.  C.  P.  R,  R.  Ck>.,  37  Cal.  400;  09  Am.  Dec.  282. 

«Id. 

^  Thomafl  v.  Kenyon,  1  Daly.  182. 

«  Haley  v.  Earle.  30  N.  Y.  208. 

44  Thompson  t.  Berry,  1  Cranch  O.  C.  45;  see  Ohapell  v.  Schmidt, 
104  Oal.  511. 

4»  TTnited  States  v.  Bartle.  1  Oranch  C.  O.  236. 

4«B8ty  T.  Wllmot,  15  Gray,  168.  An  officer  who  makes  a  lepal 
arreet  can  not  be  held  liable  for  assanlt  and  battery  where  the  evi- 
dence fallR  to  show  that  he  used  nnnecessary  force.  Baker  v. 
Barton,  1  Col.  App.  183. 
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i  1645.  Assault  and  false  imprisonment  —  short  f< 

Form  No,  418, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18..,  the" 

defendant  assaulted  and  beat  the  plaintiff,  and  imprisoned  him 

for hours,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1646.  Arrest.  The  circumstanoes  of  the  arrest  should  not 
he  set  out  in  the  complaint.  If  so  set  forth,  they  may  be 
stricken  out  upon  motion.*^ 

§  1647.  Circumstances.  Allegations  of  the  circumstances  in 
detail  on  a  charge  of  false  imprisonment  and  assault^  in  con- 
nection with  an  illegal  combination  and  conspiracy,  were  al- 
lowed in  a  great  measure  to  stand.*® 

§  1648.  The  same  —  fuller  form. 

Form  No,  419. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  charged  him  with  [state 
what  offense],  and  gave  him  into  the  custody  of  a  policeman, 
and  forced  and  compelled  him  to  go  to  a  police  station,  and 
there  caused  him  to  be  imprisoned,  and  caused  him  to  be  kept 
in  prison  for  a  long  time,  until  he  was  afterwards  brought  in 

custody  before  one  of  the  police  magistrates  of 

and  the  defendant  then  again  charged  him  with  the  said  offense: 
but  the  said  magistrate  dismissed  the  said  charge,  and  caused 
him  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody. 

IT.  That  the  plaintiff  thereby  suffered  damage  in  the  amount 

of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

47  Bddy  V.  Beach,  7  Abb.  Pr.  17;  Shaw  v.  Jayne.  4  How.  Pr.  IW. 

48  Molony  v.  Dows^  15  How.  Pr.  261. 


\ 
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FOB  FALSE  IMPBISONMSNT. 

i  IMO.  Common  form. 

Form  No.  420, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  imprisoned  him  for 

<bys  [or  hours,  as  the  case  may  be],  without  probable  cause 
[state  special  damages,  if  any],  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1660.  Arroot  without  proof.  A  person  who  without  bad 
faith  or  malice  has,  upon  oath,  or  otherwise,  merely  stated  his 
case  to  a  magistrate  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  supposed 
to  have  been  committed,  and  of  the  person  accused,  is  not  liable 
to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  upon  the  consequent  arrest 
of  the  accused,  although  such  arrest  is  not  warranted  by  the 
law  or  the  facts  in  the  case.* 

§  1651.  Circumstances  of  arrest.  The  particular  instrumen- 
tality by  which  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  his  liberty  should 
not  be  set  out  in  the  complaint.  If  the  circumstances  of  the 
arrest  are  set  forth,  they  may  be  struck  out  upon  motion.* 

f  1658.  Corporation.  A  corporation  may  be  sued  in  trespass 
for  false  imprisonment.* 

1  Von  Latham  v.  Ubby,  38  Barb.  330;  citing  Oarratt  v.  Morely. 
1  A.  &  B.  (N.  S.)  18;  Barber  v.  RoUlnson,  1  O.  &  M.  330;  West  \r. 
Bmallwood  3  M.  &  W.  418;  6  Man.,  O.  &  S.  305;  22  Wend.  552;  and 
disapproving  Comfort  v.  Pulton,  13  Abb.  Pr.  276;  Llylngston  r. 
BnrrcnghB,  33  Mich.  511. 

2  Eddy  V.  Beach,  7  Abb.  Pr.  17;  Shaw  v.  Jayne.  4  How.  Pr,  119. 
Ar  to  what  extent  such  allegatlon8  are  allowed  to  stand,  see 
Molony  ▼.  Dows.  15  How.  Pr.  266. 

«  OwBley  V.  Montgomery  &  W.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  500;  GUling- 
ham  V.  Railroad  Co.,  35  W.  Va.  .588;  29  Am.  St  Rep.  827;  Ljndl  f; 
Railway  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  77;  43  Am.  Rep.  141. 
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i  1653.  Election  of  remedy.  A  piaintiil  hai>  an  eleciioa  of 
remedy  between  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  and  malicious 
prosecution^  where  either  form  is  admissible.^ 

f  1664.  False  imprlBonmexit  defined.      False  imprisonment  is 

the  unlawful  violation  of  the  personal  liberty  of  another.*^  As 
a  crime,  false  imprisonment  is  not  a  felony  under  the  laws  of 
California.^ 

f  1665.  False  imprleonment,  wliat  it  avoids.  One  who  ob- 
tains possession  of  personal  property  by  threat  of  wrongful 
imprisonment  acquires  no  title,  and  such  transaction  is  yoid.^ 
Error  of  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  magistrate  will  not  render 
the  process  issued  by  him  void. 


I 

8 


I  1656.  Malice.  Malice  and  fals^ood  are  essential  ingre- 
dients in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  but  are  not  essen- 
tial to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  in  which,  however,  the 
element  of  want  of  probable  cause  is  necessary.^ 

f  1657.  Principal  and  agent.  Where  a  private  person  takes 
any  part  in  the  unlawful  imprisonment  of  another,  he  becomes 
a  principal  in  the  act,  and  is  liable  for  the  trespass;  but  where 
he  merely  communicates  facts  or  circumstances  of  suspicion  to 
officers,  leaving  them  to  act  upon  them  on  their  own  judgment 
and  responsibility,  he  is  not  liable.^®  A  shopkeeper  is  not  liable 
for  the  act  of  his  superintendent  and  clerks,  in  calling  a  police- 
man and  causing  the  arrest  and  search  of  a  woman  suspected 
of  stealing  goods,  if  done  without  his  authority,  express  or 
imphed.^^ 

4  Von  Latham  v.  Libby  et  al..  38  Barb.  380;  17  Abb.  Pr.  237;  Brown 
T.  Otaadsey,  89  Barb.  258. 
s  Gal.  Penal  Oode,  f  236;  see,  also,  State  v.  Lunaf  ord,  SI  N.  O.  528. 

•  People  V.  Ebner,  28  GSal.  158. 

7  Richards  v.  Vanderpoel*  1  Daly,  71. 

•  Von  Latham  v.  Libby.  38  Barb.  389;  17  Abb.  Pr.  287. 

•  Piatt  V.  Niles,  1  Edm.  230.  Malice  will  generally  be  inftrred 
from  the  want  of  probable  cause,  at  least  so  far  as  to  anstain  the 
action.    McCarthy  v.  DeArmit  90  Penn.  St  63. 

i0  7  Oar.  &  P.  373;  Bums  v.  Erben,  28  How.  Pr.  273:  Brown  v. 
Ohadsey,  39  Barb.  253;  Lark  v.  Band,  4  Mo.  App.  180;  TMUfe  ▼. 
Slevin,  11  Mo.  App.  507. 

n  Mall  V.  Lord,  39  N.  T.  881;  100  Am.  Dec.  44& 
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i  1658.  Sufficient  averment.  In  order  to  subtain  a  charge  for 
false  imphsoument^  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  defendant  used  violence^  or  laid  hands  on  him,  or  shut 
him  up  in  a  jail  or  prison;  but  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
defendant^  at  any  place  or  time^  in  any  manner  restrained  the 
plaintiff  of  his  liberty,  or  detained  him  in  any  manner  from 
going  where  he  wished,  or  prevented  him  from  doing  what  he 
desired." 

I  1669.  Void  process.  One  who  procures  the  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment of  another  upon  void  process,  is  liable  in  an  action 
for  false  imprisonment;  and  mere  good  faith  in  making  the 
affidavit  by  virtue  of  which  the  arrest  is  made,  is  no  defense.^* 

I  1660.  Want  of  Jurisdiction.  Where  one  is  arrested,  tried^ 
and  convicted  of  an  act  which,  if  it  were  an  offense,  was  one 
of  which  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  his  imprisonment  can 
not  afterwards  be  justified  by  showing  that  the  evidence  at  the 
trial  would  have  convicted  him  of  another  off^ise  which  was 
triable  in  that  court.** 

I  1661.  Where  and  when  action  lies.  Though  the  original  ar- 
rest be  warrantable,  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  lies  for 
any  subsequent  oppression  or  cruelty.**  Actions  for  malicious 
prosecution  require  different  rules,  both  of  pleading  and  evi- 
dence, and  are  essentially  distinct.**  Where  imprisonment  only^ 
is  complained  of,  the  action  is  for  false  imprisonment.*'^ 

I  1668.  Who  liable.  Where  a  person  has  been  arrested  upon 
a  criminal  charge,  without  any  competent  evidence  of  his  guilt, 

19  Hawk  V.  Ridgway,  33  111.  473;  Harklns  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App. 
452.  Neither  malice  nor  want  of  probable  cause  need  be  proved 
to  sustain  the  action.  Evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintifT 
was  restrained  of  his  liberty  at  the  defendant's  Instance,  by  reason 
of  process  which  the  magistrate  had  no  authority  to  issue.  Is  suffi- 
cient   Boeger  v.  Langenberg,  07  Mo.  390;  10  Am.  St  Hep.  322. 

"Painter  v.  Ives,  4  Neb.  122:  Hallock  v.  Dominy,  14  N.  T.  Sup.. 
Ot  52:  Sheldon  v.  HHl,  33  Mich.  171. 

u  Wait  V.  Green.  5  Park.  Or.  185. 

IB  1  T.  R.  530:  Esp.  Dig.  332:  Doyle  v.  Russell,  30  Barb.  300. 

i«  Brown  v.  Chadsey,  39  Barb.  253.  A  cause  of  action  for  malic- 
ious prosecution  and  one  for  false  Imprisonment  may  be  united  in 
the  same  complaint.  Marks  v.  Townsend,  97  N.  T.  500;  Oaatio  v» 
TJriarte,  2  Civ.  Proi  R.  210. 

17  Bums  V.  Erben,  28  How.  Pr.  273. 

ion 
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the  magistrate  and  prosecutor  are  jointly  liable  to  an  $€timi  for 
false  imprisonment.^^ 

I  1008.  Tbm  MUBi«  —  another  form. 

Form  No.  421. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18.. ,  at 

,  the  def endanty  by  f orce^  compelled  the  plaintiff 

to  go  with  him  to  the  police  office  [or  otherwise],  and  there 
imprisoned  him,  and  then  and  there  detained  him  restrained 

of  his  liberty  for  the  space  of days,  without  probable 

cause  and  without  any  right  or  authority  so  to  do,  and  against 
the  will  of  the  plaintiff;  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  bruised  and 
wounded,  and  was  also  injured  in  his  credit,  and  was  prevented 
from  attending  to  his  business  during  that  time,  and  was  com- 
pelled to  pay dollars  for  costs  and  counsel  fees  in 

obtaining  his  discharge,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1664.  Special  damage.  Allegation  of  special  damage  by 
reason  of  the  imprisonment  may  be  ini»ertod  in  the  complaint.^* 
Tn  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  against  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in  dani- 
nfTOs  the  amount  of  costs  incurred  by  him  in  an  unsuccessful 
application  for  his  discharge  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  such 
costs  not  having  been  alleged  as  special  damages  in  the  com- 
plaint.*^ 

I  1664a.  Change  of  venue.  Tn  an  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment the  defendant  has  a  right  to  have  the  case  transferred  to 
the  county  of  his  residence.^ 

i«Oomforf  V.  Fulton.  1.^  Abb.  Pr.  276;  TnieBdeU  v.  Oombs.  33 
Ohio  8t.  186:  but  see,  for  quaHfloatlon  of  this  statement.  Von 
Latham  v.  TJbby,  38  Barb.  339;  MoCall  v.  Oohen.  16  S.  C.  445:  42 
Am.  Rep.  641. 

"  Mohmy  t.  Dowb.  15  How.  Pr.  266.  But  In  the  same  case  allega- 
tions of  appravatlnp  olrcnmBtanoes  were  struck  out. 

20  8penre  v.  Neynell,  2  New  Map.  Cas.  10:  contra.  Wnilams  v. 
Garrett.  12  How.  Pr.  456.  Punitive  damaffrs.  See  Hewlett  T.  Rajirs- 
dale.  6«  Miss.  703:  Pearee  y.  Xeedham.  37  111.  App.  90. 

21  Ah  Fonp  V.  Pf ernes,  7f>  Cal.  30;  nnd  see  Yore  v.  Murphy.  10 
Mont<  304.  311;  WUllams  t.  Keller,  6  Nev.  141. 
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I  1664b.  Sufflciency  of  complaint.  A  complaint  against  a  ju0- 
tioe  of  the  peace  for  false  imprisonment  in  punishing  the  plaintiH 
for  contempt  must  aver^  in  terms^  that  the  acts  constituting  the 
imprisonment  were  without  or  in  excess  of  his  jurisdictioji^  or 
facts  from  which  a  want  of  jurisdiction  appears.^  The  allega- 
tions that  the  acts  constituting  such  imprisonment  were  done 
"  wrongfully  "  or  "  unlawfully  *'  are  of  mere  conclusions  of  law, 
and  tender  no  issue^  where  no  facts  are  averred  to  show  the  acts 
complained  of  to  be  wrongful  or  unlawful.^  A  complaint  in 
an  action  against  a  justice  of  the  peace,  alleging  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  arrested  upon  a  warrant  issued  by  the  defendant  upon 
a  complaint  charging  the  plaintiff  with  refusing  to  return  a 
sum  of  money  claimed  to  have  been  overpaid  her,  and  further 
alleging  a  conviction  and  the  issue  of  a  committal  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  her  imprisonment  thereon,  shows  that  the  plaintiff 
was  charged  with  the  commission  of  an  act  which  did  not  con- 
stitute a  crime,  and  states  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ant for  false  imprisonment.^  Where  the  complaint  charges 
false  imprisonment  by  an  arrest  void  ab  initio,  it  is  a  material 
variance  to  admit  evidence  of  an  arrest  lawfully  made,  but  which 
afterwards  became  unlawful  imprisonment  by  reason  of  a  refusal 
to  receive  bail.*  To  admit  evidence  of  any  act  by  which  a 
lawful  imprisonment  becomes  unlawful,  the  facts  should  be 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  so  that  the  defendant  may  be  informed 
of  the  nature  of  the  charge  against  him  and  come  prepared  to 
meet  it  by  proof.* 

M  Going  V.  IMnwlddle,  86  C5al.  633. 

tt  Id.  The  complaint  should  allege  facts  showing  that  the  im- 
prlBonment  was  extra-judicial  or  without  legal  process.  Gelzen- 
l^uchter  v.  Niemeyer,  64  Wis.  321;  King  v.  Johnston,  81  id.  578;  and 
also  facts  showing  that  the  criminal  action  had  terminated.  Id.; 
McDaniel  v.  Nelms,  90  Ga.  366:  West  v.  Hayes,  104  Ind.  ^>1;  Lowe 
V.  Wartman.  47  N.  J.  L.  413.  The  complaint  must  show  that  the 
arrest  was  unlawful,  and  an  allegation  that  the  arrest  was  malici- 
ously procured  is  insufficient.  Cunningham  v.  Bleetric  Light  Oo.» 
17  N.  Y.  Sapp.  372. 

^  De  Courcey  v.  Oox.  94  Cal.  665. 

«  Neimitz  ▼.  Conrad,  22  Greg.  164. 

M  Ocean  Steamahip  Co.  v.  Williams.  69  Ga.  251. 


CHAPTEB  III. 

LIBEL  AND   SLANDBB. 

I  1M6.  For  Ub«l  —  the  words  being  Ubelous  In  themaeli 

Form  No.  422. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintift  complains^  and  aUegee: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  published  a  newspaper  called  the 

[or  in  a  letter  addressed  to  C.  D.J   the  following 

words  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff  [set  forth  the  words  usedj. 

II.  That  the  said  publication  was  false  and  defamatofy. 

III.  That  hy  means  of  said  falf e  and  defamatory  publication 
the  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  reputation,  to  his  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

f  1666.  Allegations  material.  The  material  allegations  in 
an  action  of  libel,  where  words  are  defamatory  on  their  face, 
and  in  the  English  language,  are:  (First)  That  the  defendant 
with  malice  or  wrongfully  (Second)  published,  (Third)  of  and 
concerning  plaintiff,  (Fourth)  these  false  words.  In  sland^,  in- 
stead of  alleging,  (Second)  "  published,"  it  is  customary  to 
allege  ^^that  he  spoke  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers 
persons,"^  although  the  word  "  published  "  imports  ex  in  termini^ 
a  speaking  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  somebody.^  From  a 
libel,  damage  is  always  implied  by  law;  whereas  some  kinds  of 
slander  only  are  actionable  without  proof  of  special  damage.' 

I  1667.  T&e  same  —  concerning  the  plaintiff.  In  an  action 
for  libel  or  slander,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  the  complaint 
any  extrinsic  facts  for  the  purpose  of  fihowinof  the  application 
to  the  plaintiff  of  the  defamatory  matter  out  of  which  tho  cau<^ 
of  action  aroee:  but  it  is  sufficient  to  state  generally  that  the 

1  Wood  T.  Onchrlst,  1  Code  IL  117;  Anon.,  3  How.  Pr.  406. 
9  Duel  ▼.  Agan,  1  Oode  R.  134:  see.  also,  Lettman  ▼.  RIts.  3  Sandf. 
784;  and  Dehaix  v.  Lehind,  1  Oode  R.  (N.  S.)  235. 
t  Broom's  Com.  513. 
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same  wa^  published  or  spoken  concerning  the  plaintiff;  and  if 
such  allegation  be  controverted,  the  plaintiff  must  establish 
on  the  trial  that  it  was  so  published  or  spoken.* 

I  1668.  Th»  Mune  —  intent  —  motive.  There  may  or  may 
not  be  any  intent>  good  or  bad;  but  intent  or  no  intent,  the 
liability  is  for  the  act  and  its  consequences,  not  for  the  intent. 
The  usual  ground  upon  which  the  liability  is  placed  is  that  the 
law  presumes  every  one  to  intend  the  necessary  and  natural 
consequences  of  his  acts.^ 

The  intent  with  which  the  action  is  done  is  by  no  means  the 
test  of  liability  of  a  party  to  an  action  of  trespass.^  Bona  Mes 
will  not  protect  a  magistrate  who  does  an  illegal  act.''  It  ia 
immaterial  with  what  motive  a  man  does  an  unlawful  act.®  So 
an  assault  and  battery  committed  with  a  purpose  to  ridicule  the 
plaintiff  or  bring  him  into  contempt,  partakes  of  the  nature  of 
libel;  and  in  order  to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  to  reputa- 
tion, as  well  as  for  that  to  the  person,  the  complaint  should  be 
for  assault  aiid  battery,  but  should  aver  intent  to  defame,  and 
injury  to  reputation,  in  addition  to  the  usual  averments  in 
actions  for  assault  and  battery.®  Thus,  averments  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  parties,  that  the  assault  was  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  plaintiff  to  give  up  his  business,  and  of  bringing 
him  into  disgrace  and  ridicule,  and  that  the  assault,  etc.,  caused 
him  to  be  ridiculed  by,  etc.,  though  not  essential  to  a  cause  of 
action,  are  not  immaterial.     The  motives  and  intent,  and  the 

4  OaL  Code  Olv.  Pro.,  ff  4«0;  see,  also,  N.  Y.  Oode  of  1877,  S  535; 
Laws  of  Oregon,  §  88;  1  WhitL  Pr.  607;  Van  Santv.  2ri;  Oralg"  v. 
Pueblo  Press  Pub.  Oo.,  5  Ool.  App.  208;  Fenstermaker  v.  Publlsh- 
inir  Co.,  12  Utah,  439;  Petsch  v.  Dispatch  Co.,  40  Minn.  291;  Harrlsr 
y.  Zanone,  93  Cal.  59;  Wellman  v.  Sun  Printing,  etc.,  Assoc.,  66 
Hun,  S31.  A  general  averment  that  the  defamatory  matter  was 
published  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff  Is  not  sufflclent  If  other 
allegations  setting  forth  the  cause  of  action  show  that  it  was  not 
of  and  concerning  him.  Flelschmann  v.  Bennett,  23  Hun,  200;  87. 
N.  Y.  231. 

B  Haire  v.  WHson,  9  B.  &  Or.  643;  Vlele  v.  Gray,  10  Abb.  Pr.  1; 
1  Bsp.  N.  P.  Ofta  226;  Root  v.  King,  7  Oow.  613. 

•  Gullle  V.  Swan,  19  Johns.  381;  10  Am.  Dec.  234;  Percival  v. 
Hlckey,  18  Johns.  257;  9  Am.  r>ec.  210;  Tremaln  v.  Cohoes  Co.,  2 
N.  Y.  164;  Safford  v.  Wycoff.  1  HHl,  11. 

7  Prickett  V.  Greatrex,  1  New  Mag.  Oas.  543;  7  T.aw  Times,  139. 

8  Amick  V.  O'Hara,  6  Blackf.  (Tnd.)  258. 

9  Compare  Sh^don  v.  Carpenter,  4  N.  Y.  579;  55  Am.  Dec.  801; 
Watson  ▼.  Hassard,  8  Oode  R.  218. 
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consequences  resulting,  axe  material  on  the  question  of  dam- 
ages.^® 

i  1669.  The  same  —  language  set  out.  The  complaint 
should  set  out  the  very  words  published.**  The  true  term  to 
be  used  to  indicate  that  the  ver>'  words  are  set  forth  is  "  tenor."** 
It  is  not  enough  to  state  its  purport;*^  and  when  the  words  were 
published  in  a  foreign  language,  the  foreign  words  must  be  set 
forth  in  the  original,*^  together  with  a  translation  into  English.^'^ 
To  set  forth  the  foreign  words  alone,  or  their  translation  alone^ 
is  not  sufficient.**  The  rule  that  the  exact  language  used  should 
be  set  out  does  not  render  it  necessary  to  set  forth  the  whole 
of  the  matter  published,**^  but  an  extract  of  the  particular  pas^ 
sage  complained  of  .** 

f  1670.  Malice  is  presumed.  When  the  words  published  are 
unambiguous,  and  not  capable  of  being  understood  in  any  other 
sense  than  as  defamatory  to  an  extent  that  must  necessarily  ex- 
pose the  plaintiff  to  contempt  and  ridicule,  they  are  by  implica- 
tion of  law  malicious.  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  publication  was  false  and  malicious.  Such  an 
allegation,  though  common  and  quite  proper,  is  a  mere  matter 
of  form,  the  lack  of  which  is  no  objection  to  a  pleading.**    That 

10  Root  V.  Foster,  9  How.  Pr.  37. 

11  Wesley  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  Pr.  408;  Rundel  v.  Butler,  7  Barb. 
260;  Forsyth  v.  Edmlston,  2  Abb.  Pr.  430;  Finnerty  v.  Barker,  7 
N.  Y.  Leg.  ObB.  317;  SulllVan  y.  White,  6  Irish  Law  R.  40;  Whltaker 
y.  Freeman,  1  Dey.  271;  Lee  y.  Kane,  6  Gray  (Maae.),  495;  Taylor 
y.  Monn,  4  Met  (Ky.)  127;  Oommonwealth  v.  Wright,  1  Gush.  46; 
Branaman  y.  Hinkle,  137  Ind.  496;  Germ  Proof  Filter  Ooi.  y.  Pastear- 
Ohamberland  Filter  Co.,  81  Hun,  49;  Behubert  y.  Richter,  92  Wis, 
199. 

la  Commonwealth  y.  Wright,  1  Caah.  46;  Wright  y.  Clementa.  3 
B.  &  Aid.  508. 

18  Wood  y.  Brown,  6  Taunt  169;  S.  C,  1  Bng.  Ocmd.  Law,  500. 

14  Zenobia  y.  Axtell,  6  T.  R.  162. 

iBTownahMid  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  412;  see  Schild  y.  Legler,  82 
Wis.  7a 

lawarmouth  y.  Cramer,  3  Wend.  394;  I^ttman  y.  ]Uta%  3  Sandf. 
734;  Keenholta  y.  Becker,  3  Den.  346;  12  Ind.  453;  Hickley  y.  Groe- 
jean,  6  Blackf.  351;  Rahauser  y.  Schwerger  Barth,  3  Watta,  28. 

iTDeyo  y.  Brundage,  13  How.  Pr.  221;  Oulyer  v.  Van  Anden,  4 
Abb.  Pr.  375;  Rex  y.  Brereton,  8  Mod.  329. 

laCheetham  y.  Tlllotson,  5  Johns.  430;  and  see  TTnterberger  ▼» 
Soharff,  51  Mo.  App.  102. 
.    la  Hunt  y.  Bennett  19  N.  Y.  173;  Root  y.  King,  7  Cow.  090. 
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the  words  are  '^  libel"  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  falsehood  and 
malice.^  So  a  general  averment  of  malice  is  sufficient.^^  In 
an  action  for  libel,  it  is  not  indispensable  to  use  the  word 
*^  maliciously  "  in  the  declaration.  It  is  sufficient  if  words  of 
equivalent  power  or  import  are  used.^ 

f  1671.  Malice,  how  averred.  Any  form  of  words  from  which 
malice  [absence  of  excuse]  can  be  inferred,  as  that  the  publica- 
tion was  made  falsely  or  wrongfully,  will  suffice.^  For  one 
meaning  of  malice  is  absence  of  legal  excuse.^  And  a  pleading 
may  be  sufficient  without  any  special  averment  of  malice.^  So 
a  declaration  which  charged  the  publication  to  be  ''  malicious, 
injurious,  and  unlawful"  was  held  sufficient.^  The  avermenta 
usual  in  old  precedents,  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the 
premises^  etc.,  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  etc., 
and  to  bring  him  into  great  scandal  and  disgrace,  and  to  cause 
it  to  be  believed  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty,  are  super- 
fluous.^ So,  also,  that  the  defendant,  on,  etc.,  falsely  and 
maliciously  published,  etc.,  the  false,  malicious,  scandalous  and 
defamatory  matter  following,  is  unnecessary.  An  allegation 
that  the  publication  was  a  libel  has  been  held  equivalent 
.  to  an  allegation  that  it  was  false  and  malicious.^  In  all 
cases  where  the  facts  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  the  statement  involved  is  in  itself  libelous,  a  general 
allegation  of  malice  will  be  sufficient  without  any  statement  of 
facts  and  circumstances.^  So  express  malice,  or  want  of  prob- 
able cause  need  not  be  averred.*^ 

»Bee  above  autborltleB,  and  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.  54;  Vlele 
▼.  Gray,  18  How.  Pr.  550. 

M  Purdy  ▼.  Carpenter,  6  How.  Pr.  361. 

22  White  V.  Nichols,  3  How.  (IT.  S.)  206. 

23Town8hend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  410. 

M  Id.  85. 

a^Opdyke  v.  Weed,  18  Abb.  Pr.  223,  notes;  HarriB  v.  Zanone,  96 
OaL  59. 

MRowe  y.  Roach,  1  Man.  &  S.  304. 

arooleman  y.  Southwiek,  9  Johns.  45;  6  Am.  Dec.  253. 

28  Hunt  V.  Bennett,  19  N.  Y.  176.  Lefira]  malice  may  be  inferred. 
Lick  y.  Owen,  47  Cal.  252;  Byam  v.  Collins,  111  N.  Y.  143;  7  Am. 
St.  Rep.  726;  Lothrop  v.  Adams,  133  Mass.  471;  43  Am.  Rep. 
528;  see  Childers  v.  Publishing?  Cb.,  105  Oal.  284. 

29  Vlele  V.  Gray,  10  Abb.  Pr.  1;  Howard  v.  Sexton.  4  N.  Y.  157; 
Buddln^on  y.  Davis,  6  How.  Pr.  401. 

aopnrdy  v.  Carpenter.  6  How.  Pr.  301;  Littiejohn  y.  Greeley.  13 
Abb.  Pr.  41. 
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f  1672.  Malice,  when  not  implied.       Under    tke    statate    of 

New  York  and  other  states^  in  actions  against  reporters^  editors, 
and  proprietors  of  newspapers  for  an  alleged  libel  in  the  report 
of  any  judicial,  legislative,  or  other  public  official  proceeding, 
or  of  any  statement,  speech,  argument,  or  debate  in  the  courae  of 
the  same,  malice  in  publishing  the  report  is  not  implied  bj  the 
publication.®*  An  accurate  report  in  a  newspaper  of  a  debate 
in  Parliament,  containing  matter  disparaging  an  individual,  i^ 
not  actionable.  The  publication  is  privileged  on  the  ground 
that  the  advantage  of  publicity  to  the  community  outweighs 
any  private  injury;  and  comments  in  the  newspaper  on  the 
debate  are  so  far  privileged  that  they  are  not  actionable  so  long 
as  they  are  honest,  fair,  and  justified  by  the  circumstances 
disclosed  in  the  debate.^ 

I  1678.  Proprietor  and  publisher,  liability  of.  In  a  com- 
plaint for  libel  it  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  its  publication 
by  the  defendant  to  allege  that  he  was  the  proprietor  of  a  news- 
paper in  which  it  was  published,  without  otherwise  alleging  that 
he  published  it,  or  was  concerned  in  its  publication.**  A  re- 
ceiver of  a  newspaper  concern,  pending  a  suit  to  settle  the 
partnership  accounts  of  its  proprietors,  will  be  personally  re- 
sponsible for  any  publication  therein  which  is  improper,  al- 
though the  order  of  his  appointment  directs  that  the  defendants 
may  continue  to  superintend  the  editorial  department**  But 
the  assignee  of  a  newspaper  establishment,  as  a  collateral  se- 
curity, is  not  liable  for  a  libel  published  in  it*" 

f  1674.  Publication,  averment  of.  Every  communication  of 
language  from  one  to  another  is  a  publication;  but  to  constitute 
an  actionable  publication  it  is  essential  that  there  be  a  publica- 
tion to  a  third  person,  and  the  husband  or  wife  of  either  author 
or  publisher,  or  of  the  one  whom  or  whose  affairs  the  language 

81  See  Sandford  v.  Bennett,  24  N.  Y.  20. 

a^Wason  v.  Walter,  Law  Bep.,  4  Q.  B.  73;  aee,  al8o»  Ackerman 
V.  Jones,  37  N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct  (5  J.  &  Sp.)  42;  State  v.  Brady,  44  Kan. 
435;  21  Am.  St  Bep.  296;  Moore  v.  Francis,  121  N.  Y.  190;  18  Am. 
St.  Rep.  810. 

S3  Hunt  y.  Bennett,  19  N.  Y.  173:  afflrmlnjir  S.  C,  4  B.  D.  Smttb. 
647;  and  see  Taylor  v.  Hearst,  107  Cal.  262. 

M  Marten  v.  Van  Schaick,  4  Paige  Ch.  479. 

SB  As  to  the  general  doctrine  respecting  the  liability  of  pabHAen 
and  proprietors  of  newspapers,  booksellers,  etc.,  see  2  GreenL  ■▼•• 
I  416;  2  Stark,  on  Slander,  2a^;  1  Garter  rind.).  344. 
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concems^  is  regarded  b&  a  third  persQn.^  A  statemeat  that 
the  defendant  was  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  and  that  the  words 
were  published  therein,  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  publication."^ 
The  publication  must  be  alleged,  but  it  need  not  be  set  forth 
in  any  technical  form  of  words;^  but  it  must  be  alleged  posi- 
tively, *"id  not  by  way  of  recital.*^  The  word  "  published  "  is 
the  proper  and  technical  term  by  which  to  allege  publication,^ 
but  any  equivalent  allegation  will  suffice.**  But  to  allege  that 
defendant  composed,  wrote,  and  delivered  a  certain  libel  ad- 
dressed to  the  plaintiff,  was  held  insufficient.^  That  defendant 
sent  a  letter  to  plaintiff,  which  was  received  and  read  by  him, 
does  not  show  a  sufficient  publication;*"  it  is  necessary  to  allege 
that  it  was  in  fact  seen  or  read  (by  others).**  So  where  the 
writer  reads  to  a  stranger  his  letter  to  the.  plaintiff,  before  dis- 
patching it,  it  is  a  publication.*'^ 

I  1675.  liibel  and  slander  —  deflnltion  of.  Slander  or  libel  is 
an  infringement  of  the  absolute  rights  of  persons,  as  the  char- 
acter of  persons  is  undoubtedly  one  of  their  absolute  and  per- 
sonal rights.**  A  libel  is  a  written  or  printed  slander.*''  Libel 
is  a  false  and  unprivileged  publication  by  writing,  printing, 
picture,  effigy,  or  other  fixed  representation  to  the  eye,  which 
exposefi  any  person  to  hatred,  contempt,  ridicule,  or  obloquy, 
or  which  causes  him  to  be  shunned  or  avoided,  or  which  has  a 
-tendency  to  injure  him  in  his  occupation.*"    Libel  is  both  a 

MTownshend's  ^and.  and  Lib.  90;  WHcox  v.  Mood,  64  Vt  460;  33 
Am.  St  Rep.  936;  Park  v.  Press  Oo.,  72  Mich.  560;  16  Am.  St.  Rep. 
544;  see  Sesler  v.  Montsromery.  78  Oal.  486;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  76. 

87  Hunt  V.  Bennett  4  E.  D.  Smith,  647;  affirmed,  19  N.  Y.  173. 

«8  Baldwin  v.  Elphinston,  2  W.  Bl.  1037. 

8d  Dona^he  v.  Ranlcin,  4  Munf.  261. 

40  Stark,  on  Slan.  359. 

«  Townshend's  Sland.  and  Lib.  408;  Baldwin  v.  Blphinston,  2  W. 
Bl.  1087;  Waisted  v.  Holman,  2  Hall,  172;  Hunt  v.  Bennett  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  647. 

42Wai8tel  T.  Holman,  2  Hall,  172;  and  see  Spaits  v.  Poundstone, 
87  Ind.  522;  44  Am.  Rep.  573. 

«Lyle  V.  Olason,  1  Cai.  581. 

44  Giles  V.  The  State,  6  Ga.  276. 

45  Snyder  v.  Andrews,  6  Barb.  43;  M'Oombs  v.  Tuttle,  5  Blackf. 
431;  Van  Cleef  v.  Lawrence,  2  City  Hall  Recorder,  41. 

4«  Hdt  on  Libel.  15. 

4T1  Hilliard  on  Twts.  c.  7,  32. 

4«CaI.  CivU  Ck)de,  S  45;  see,  also,  Cal.  Pen.  Code.  |  IMS:  Oa^  ▼. 
Robinson.  12  Ohio.  250:  Fisher  v.  Patterson.  14  id.  418;  Cole  v. 
UeuBtader.  22  Orep.  101 ;  Taylor  v.  Hearst,  107  Cal.  262. 
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public  wrong  or  crime,  ajad  a  private  wrong  or  tort,  cognizable 
by  the  common  law.  The  remedy  for  the  public  wrong  is  by 
indictment  or  criminal  information.  The  remedy  for  the  private 
wrong  is  a  civil  action  now  known  as  aa  action  or  the  action  of 
or  for  libel.*®  The  rule  is  generally  laid  down  that  a  publication 
is  libelous  when  its  necessary  effect  is  to  diminish  the  plaintiff  s 
reputation  for  respectability,  impair  his  condition,  and  abridge 
his  comforts,  by  exposing  him  to  disgrace  and  ridicule.^  In 
every  slander  there  are  two  acts,  composing  and  publishing. 
In  every  libel  there  are  three  acts,  composing,  writing  and  pub- 
lishing. So  every  publication  of  language  concerning  a  man  or 
his  affairs,  which  as  a  necessary  or  natural  and  proximate  con- 
sequence occasion  pecuniary  loss  to  another,  is  prifna  facie  a 
slander,  if  the '  publication  be  oral;  and  a  libel  if  it  be  hy 
writing.*** 

(  1676.  (Ust  of  action.  Pecuniary  loss  to  the  plaintiff  is  the 
gist  of  the  action  for  slander  or  libel.**^  If  the  language  pub- 
lished has  not  occasioned  the  plaintiff  pecuniary  loss,  actual  or 
implied,  no  action  can  be  maintained.  And  actual  loss  must 
be  shown  to  have  been  sustained.**^  Whether  or  not  matter  is 
libelous,  so  as  to  be  actionable,  depends  upon  the  style,  scope, 
spirit,  and  motive  of  the  publication,  taken  in  ita  entirety,  and 
the  inquiry  is  into  the  natural  effect  of  it,  not  only  upon  the 
public  generally,  but  upon  the  neighbors  and  friends  of  the 
person  aimed  at.*^ 

49  Townshend  on  Sland.  and.  Lib.  22. 

M  Hunt  V.  Bennett,  4  B.  I>.  Smith.  647.  For  definition  of  llbeU 
see  Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  31;  Burr.  Law  Diet;  1  Hill,  on 
Torts,  c.  8,  313:  Holt  on  Libel,  213;  1  Mence  on  Libel,  125:  Steele 
r.  Southwlck,  9  Johns.  214;  Cooper  v.  McElrath,  1  Don-  347:  S 
How.  (U.  S.)  266:  Armentrout  v.  Miranda,  8  Blackf.  426;  4  Mara. 
115;  id,  103,  167;  3  Am.  Dec.  212;  McCord,  317;  Oarey  v.  Allen. 
39  Wi&  482;  Hand  v.  Winton,  38  N.  J.  L.  122;  Byers  t.  Martin.  2 
Col.  T.  605;  Williams  v.  Godkin,  5  Daly,  499;  WilliamB  ▼.  Daven- 
port, 42  Minn.  393;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  519;  WineheU  v.  Argns  Oo.,  0& 
Hun,  354. 

61  Townshend's  Slander  and  Libel,  68. 

Mid.  57. 

ftSBorthwrich  on  Libels,  4.  Evidence  of  pecuniary  loss  is  un- 
necessary to  a  right  of  action  for  a  libelous  charge  of  attempt  to 
commit  murder.    Republican  Pub.  Oo.  v.  Miner,  12  Col.  77. 

54  Moffat  V.  Cauldwell.  3  Hun,  26;  Sanderson  v.  Caldwell.  45  N. 
T.  398;  6  Am.  Rep.  105.  A  complaint  which  alleges  in  substance 
that  the  defendant  intended  by  the  written  publication  complained 
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i  1677.  Joinder  of  causes  of  action  and  parties.  It  would 
seem  that  plaintiff  may  unite  in  one  complaint  a  cause  of  action 
for  slander  with  a  cause  of  action  for  libel,  or  for  malicious 
prosecution.*®  But  a  cause  of  action  in  a  plaintiff  singly  for 
slander  of  him  in  his  partnership  business  can  not  be  joined  with 
a  cause  of  action  in  him  and  his  partners  jointly.*^®  And  where 
a  complaint  contains  several  causes  of  action,  each  must  be  sepa- 
rately stated  and  numbered,*''  and  must  be  complete  in  itself.*® 
Where  several  are  included  in  the  same  libel,  they  may  each 
maintain  a  separate  action  for  the  injury.*®  An  action  of  libel 
lies  against  two  or  more,  if  the  act  be  joint  and  done  by  alL*^ 
Where  a  publication  affects  a  class  of  persons,  no  individual  of 
that  class  can  maintain  an  action.^^  In  libel,  all  who  can  concur 
in  the  publication  may  be  sued  together,  tliough  the  general  rule 
is  otherwise  as  to  slander,  as  words  uttered  by  one  are  not  the 
words  of  another.^^  But  if  one  repeats,  and  another  writes,  and 
a  third  approves  what  is  written,  all  are  liable.^  Partners  may 
sue  iox  libel  upon  them,  in  respect  to  their  business,  but  can 
recover  only  for  injury  to  their  firm.®*  For  a  libel  on  partners, 
all  the  partners  may  sue  together.®^ 

of  thereby  to  charge  and  haave  It  understood  and  believed  that  the 
plaintifT  was  a  person  engaged  in  making  accounts  which  he  never 
paid  or  Intended  to  pay,  and  waa  dishoDeat  and  wholly  unfit  and 
unworthy  of  credit,  that  said  publication  waa  understood  by  those 
to  whom  it  was  made  as  conveying  such  meaning  and  charge  against 
the  plalntifT,  and  that  such  publication  was  made  without  cause, 
and  out  of  pure  malice,  sufficiently  states  a  cause  of  action,  as 
against  a  gneneral  demurrer,    Ingraham  v.  Lyon,  105  Gal.  254. 

MMarUn  v.  MatUson,  8  Abb.  Pr.  3;  Hull  v.  Vj-eeland.  42  Barb. 
543;  3  Bing.  (N.  C.)  950.  Or  for  slander  of  title.  Cousins  v.  Merrill, 
16  Up.  Can.  O.  P.  Rep.  114. 

66  Robinson  v.  Marchant,  7  Q.  B.  918. 

67  Pike  V.  Van  Wormer,  5  How.  Pr.  171. 

M  Holton  V.  Muzzy,  30  Vt  365;  Sinclair  v.  Fitch,  3  B.  D.  Smith, 
689;  see  §  1605,  ante. 
5d  Smart  v.  Blanchard,  42  N.  H.  137. 

60  Thomas  v.  Rumsey,  6  Johna  26;  Glass  v.  Stewart  10  Serg.  & 
R.  222;  Bels  v.  Fuller,  84  Tex.  450;  31  Am.  St  Rep.  75. 

61  White  V/  Delavan,  17  Wend.  49;  but  see  Ryckman  v.  Delavan^ 
25  id.  186;  Hardy  v.  Williamson,  86  Ga.  551;  22  Am.  St  Rep.  479. 
Any  one*  of  the  class  may  maintain  an  action.  Fenstermaker  v. 
Publishing  Co.,  12  Utah,  439. 

«a  Forsyth  v.  Edmiston,  2  Abb.  Pr.  430. 

68  Thomas  v.  Rumsey,  6  Johns.  26. 

64  Tftylor  V.  Church,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  27a 

66  Taylor  V.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  452;  see  S.  C,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  supra^ 
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$  1678.  Privileged  coxnxnunicationB.      As  examples  of  oommu- 
iiications  which  have  been  held  to  be  privileged  are  a  memorial  to 
the  postmaster-general,  charging  fraud  against  a  successful  can- 
didate for  a  contract.®®     A  physician  gi^anting  a  certificate  of 
lunacy,  pursuant  to  statute.®*^    A  charge  preferred  by  one  mem- 
ber of  a  lodge  against  another.®*^    Words  spoken  or  written  in  a 
legal  proceeding,  pertinent  and  material  to  the  subject  of  the 
controversy,  are  privileged.®®    A  written  communication  from  a 
banker  in  the  country  to  a  mercantile  firm  in  the  city,  in  respect 
to  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of  a  party  whose  note  had  been 
forwarded  for  collection.''®    The  withdrawal  by  an  employer  of  a 
former  recommendation  of  a  discharged  employee  is  privileged, 
unless  it  is  shown  to  be  malicious.''^     The  publication  of  a  slan- 
der by  a  murderer  at  the  time  of  his  execution  is  not  privileged.'* - 
So  proceedings  before  a  grand  jury  are  not  privileged.'^'    The 
comments  on  privileged  communications  are  not  protected,  if 
libelous  themselves.'^*     The  defendant,  in  a  privileged  communi- 
cation described  the  plain tiflf^s  conduct  as  "  most  disgraceful  and 
dishonest."     The  conduct  so  described  was  equivocal,  and  might 
honestly  have  been  supposed  by  the  defendant  to  be  as  he  de- 
scribed it;  it  was  held  that  the  above  words  were  not  of  them- 
selves evidence  of  axitual  malice.'''^ 

MCook  V.  HiU,  3  Sandf.  341;  Buddington  v.  Davla,  6  How.  Pr. 
401. 
B7  Perkins  v.  MltcheH.  31  Barb.  461. 
esstreoty  v.  Wood,  15  Barb.  105. 
«» Garr  v.  Seldon,  4  N.  Y.  91 ;  Perkins  v.  Mitchell.  31  Barb.  461. 

70  Lewis  V.  Chapman,  16  N.  Y.  369;  reversing  S.  C.  19  Barb.  252. 

71  Fowles  V.  Bowen,  30  N.  Y.  20. 
72Sanford  v.  Bennett,  24  X.  Y.  20. 

73  McCabe  v.  Cauldwell,  18  Abb.  Pr.  377. 

74Bdsan  V.  Brooks,  26  How.  Pr.  426;  17  Abb.  Pr.  221. 

7n  Spill  V.  Maiilo.  1j.  R.,  4  Exch.  232.  For  additional  communlc:!- 
tions  which  are  deemed  privileged,  see  Ackerman  v.  Jones.  87  N. 
Y.  Supr.  Ct.  (5  J.  &  Sp.)  42;  Rnde  v.  Nass,  79  Wis.  321;  24  Am.  St. 
Rep.  717;  Rnnge  v.  Franklin,  72  Tex.  5a5;  13  Am.  8t.  Rep.  833; 
Byam  v.  CoUins,  111  N.  Y.  143;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  726.  Ab  to  liability 
of  pmprietors  of  a  mercantile  agency  for  statements  respecting  the 
financial  standing  and  credit  of  a  merchant,  see  Sunderliu  v.  Brad- 
street,  46  N.  Y.  mS;  7  Am.  Rep.  322,  where  it  is  held  they  are  liable 
for  a  false  report,  though  made  in  good  faith.  For  a  case  de- 
pending niwn  special  facts,  see  Kllnck  v.  Colby,  46  N.  Y.  427;  7 
Am.  Rep.  360:  also.  Bradstroet  Co.  v.  Gill,  72  Tex.  115;  13  Am. 
St.  Rep.  768:  Johnson  v.  Bradstreet,  77  rja.  172;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  77. 
Tho  complaint  need  not  aver  that  the  alleged  libelous  publication 
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t  1679.  Satire.  The  distinction  between  the  satirist  and  the 
libeler  is  that  one  speaks  of  the  species,  the  other  of  the  indi- 
vidual.^'  So  an  action  for  libel  will  only  lie  upon  words  con- 
cerning distinguishable  persons,  and  can  not  be  brought  upon 
words  which  relate  to  a  class  or  order  of  men  J"  But  it  must  be: 
manifest  upon  the  face  of  the  publication  that  the  charges  made 
were  intended  against  a  class,  profession,  or  order  of  men,  and 
can  not  by  possibility  impart  a  personal  application  tending  to 
private  injury.^® 

I  1680.  Special  damages.  Those  damages  which  are  not  the 
necessary  consequence  of  the  language  complained  of  must  be 
specially  alleged  in  the  complaint  J*  But  a  complaint  in  an 
action  for  words  in  writing  charging  insanity  need  not  alle^^e 
special  damage.®^  So  in  an  action  by  one  of  several  partners.*^* 
An  action  can  not  be  maintained  by  an  author  for  a  publication 
disparaging  his  copyright  work,  without  an  allegation  of  special 
damages.® 

I  1681.  Exemplary  damages.  If  the  injury  was  willful  or 
intentional,  if  the  express  malice  is  proved,  the  jury  are  at 
liberty  to  award  damages,  not  only  to  compensate  the  actual 
and  pecuniary  loss  upon  the  ground  of  compensation  for  mental 
suffering,  public  disgrace,  etc.,  but  they  may  further  award 
exemplary  damages.^ 

waa  not  privileged.  Dixon  v.  Allen,  69  Oal.  527;  also,  Gudger  v. 
Penland,  108  N.  O.  588;  23  Am.  St  Rep.  73. 

7ejoeeph  Andrews,  vol.  2,  p.  5. 

TT  Sumner  v.  Buell,  12  Johna  475. 

TORyckman  v.  Delavan,  25  Wend.  186;  reversing  White  v.  Dela- 
•van,  17  id.  60;  see  Slayton  y.  Hemken,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  249. 

TOSqnler  v.  Gould,  14  Wend.  159;  Birch  v.  Benton,  26  Mo.  155; 
Johnson  v.  Robert8<»i,  8  Port.  486;  Barnes  v.  Trundy.  31  Me.  321; 
Bostwiek  v.  Nickelson,  Klrby.  65;  Boetwick  v.  Hawley,  Id.  290; 
Shipman  v.  Burrows,  1  Hall,  399;  Harcourt  v.  Harrison,  Id.  474; 
WilBon  V.  Runyon,  Wright  651;  and  see  Stewart  v.  Tribune  Co., 
.  40  Minn.  101:  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  696:  McDnflf  v.  Journal  Co.,  84  Mich. 
U  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  673. 

80  Perkins  v.  Mitchell,  31  Barb.  461;  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Mo»- 
man,  15  Col.  399. 

M  Robinson  v.  Marchant,  7  Q.  B.  91$. 

92  Swan  y.  Tappan,  5  Gush.  104. 

M  Fry  V.  Bennett  1  Abb.  Pr.  289;  Hunt  v.  Bennett  19  N.  Y.  173; 
but  see  2  Greenl.  Bv.,  S  253;  and  Dain  v.  Wycoflf,  7  N.  Y.  191; 
Marx  T.  Press  Pub.  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  56;  Montgomery  v.  Knox,  23  Fla. 
696. 
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f  1682.  Names  of  customers  lost.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
names  of  persons  who  hare  refused  to  deal  with  the  plaintiff 
must  be  stated.^  But  if  it  is  in  the  nature  of  things  imprac- 
ticable for  him  to  know  them,  he  may  prove  general  loss  of 
business.^  It  is  properly  a  question  of  evidence  which  can  not 
be  settled  before  the  trial. 

i  1683.  Corporations.  A  corporation  aggregate  has  the  ca^ 
pacity  to  compose  and  publish  a  libel^  and  by  reason  thereof, 
when  done^  becomes  liable  to  an  action  for  damages,  by  the 
person  of  and  concerning  whom  the  words  are  composed  and 
published.^ 

f  1684.  For  libel  t- the  words  not  being  libelous  in  them- 
selves. 

Form  No.  423. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  is^  and  was,  on  and  before  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  a  merchant,  doing  business  in  the 

city  of 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  published  a  newspaper  called  the 

[or  in  a  letter  addressed  to  E.  F.,  or  otherwise 

show  how  published],  the  following  words  concerning  the  plain- 
tiff: ["  A.  B.,  of  this  city,  has  modestly  retired  to  foreign  lands. 

It  is  said  that  creditors  to  the  amount  of dollars 

are  anxiously  seeking  his  address."] 

III.  That  the  defendant  meant  thereby  that  [the  plaintiff  had 
absconded  to  avoid  his  creditors,  and  with  intent  to  defraud 
them]. 

IV.  That  the  publication  was  false. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]*'^ 

§  1685.  Ambiguous  article.  It  may  be  averred  of  an  ambig- 
tious  article  that  it  was  published  with  a  particular  intent,  and 

S4  Linden  v.  Graham,  1  Duer,  670;  Jacobs  v.  Water  Oo..  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  346;  Taylor  v.  Hearst,  107  Oal.  282. 

«5EvaD8  V.  Harries,  1  Hurlst.  Sc  N.  251. 

M  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  84  Cal.  48;  W  Am.  Dec. 
672;  Mo.  Pac.  R.  R.  Cb.  v.  Richmond.  73  Tex.  568;  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
704:  .Tohnsan  v.  Dispatch  Co.,  65  Mo.  539;  27  Am.  Rep.  2ft3. 

«7This  form  is  from  New  York  Code  Commissioners'  Book  of 
Forms. 
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waA'  BO  understood  by  its  readers^  and  this  ayennent  may  be 
proved  on  the  trial.^  This  is  more  strictly  correct  than  to  em- 
ploy an  innuendo  for  the  same  purpose.^ 

i  1686.  Capacity  must  b«  aT«rrecL  When  the  words  charged 
bear  relation  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  or  official  capacity^ 
Buch  capacity  should  be  averred  in  a  traversible  form  in  tlie 
complaint;^  and  the  fact  of  his  being  engaged  in  such  business 
or  profession  at  the  time  the  words  were  spoken  should  be 
alleged.®^  In  such  an  action  special  damages  need  not  be 
Alleged.®* 

§  1687.  Construction.  Where  the  words  alleged  in  a  com- 
plaint for  libel  are  fairly  susceptible  of  a  construction  which 
would  render  them  libelous,  the  complaint  will  be  sustained 
upon  demurrer,  although  the  words  may  also  be  interpreted  so 
as  to  be  innocent.*®  Where,  in  an  action  for  libel,  the  words 
complained  of  are  not  per  se  libelous,  what  the  defendant  in- 
tended and  understood  them  to  mean,  by  those  to  whom  they 
were  published,  constitutes  a  proper  subject  of  averment  in 
pleading  and  proof  on  the  trial,  and  if  what  was  so  intended 
and  understood  by  the  defendant^  and  understood  by  those  to 
whom  the  words  were  published,  was  libelous,  the  words  are 
actionable.** 

§  1688.  Extrinsic  facts.  Where  the  actionable  quality  of 
language  depends  upon  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
language  itself  does  not  disclose  that  he  is  in  such  capacity  or 
occupation,  an  averment  that  plaintiff  is  of  such  a  trade  or  pro- 
fession will  be  sufficient.  But  where  the  language  is  actionable 
of  the  plaintiff  as  an  individual  also,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 

88  GlbBon  V.  WlUlams,  4  Wend.  320. 

80  Blaisdell  v.  Raymond,  4  Abb.  Pr.  446. 

W2  GreenL  Ev.,  §  412;  Carroll  v.  White,  33  Barb.  615. 

M  Oarroll  v.  White,  33  Barb.  615. 

M  Butler  V.  Howes,  7  Oal.  87;  McKenzie  v.  Denver  Times,  S  Ool. 
App.  554;  compare  Woodruflf  v.  Bradstreet  116  N.  Y.  217.  As  to 
the  reepoDsibllity  of  an  editor  in  respect  to  comments  upon  the 
manager  of  a  theater,  see  Pry  v.  Bennett,  3  Bosw.'  200;  S.  <T.,  5 
Sandf.  54;  S.  C,  4  Dner.  247. 

wWeBley  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  Pr.  4da 

M  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Oo.,  34  Oal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec. 
672. 
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an  inducement.^  When  the  words  used  by  the  defendant  do 
not  of  themselveg  convey  the  meaning  which  the  plaintiff  would 
attribute  to  them,  and  such  meaning  results  only  from  some 
extrinsic  matter  or  fact^  such  extrinsic  matter  or  fact  must  be 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  proved  on  the  trial.  It  is^  there- 
fore^ necessary  for  the  plaintili'  in  such  a  case  distinctly  to  aver 
the  extrinsic  fact  upon  which  he  relies  to  make  the  publication 
libelous.^  Where  the  publication  is  not  defamatory  on  its  face, 
the  existence  of  extrinsic  facts  rendering  it  defamatory  must  be 
alleged.^  But  w^here  it  is  not  essential,  such  statement  would 
be  mere  surplusage.^  By  the  statute  it  is  no  longer  necefflary 
to  state  an  inducement.  So  in  New  York,  and  in  Missouri/*^ 
So  also  in  Massachusetts,  where  ''  a  distinct  averment  in  regard 
to  the  person  spoken  of,  and  a  clear  reference  of  the  calumnious 
words  to.  that  person,  is  all  that  is  required."^^ 

§  1689.  Innuendo.  The  office  of  an  innuendo  is  to  explain, 
not  lo  extend,  what  has  gone  before,  and  it  can  not  enlarge  the 
meaning  of  words  unless  it  be  connected  with  some  matter  of 
fact  expressly  averred.*^*  Nor  can  it  change  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  language.^^    Nor  introduce  new  matter.*^    It  is  only 

fxt  Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  400;  Gage  v.  RoMnson,  12 
Ohio,  260. 

M  Oaldwell  v.  Raymond,  2  Abb.  Pr.  lOB;  see,  also,  Oub  t.  Ander- 
son, 33  Vt.  182;  Gartee  v.  Andrews,  16  Pick.  1. 

97  Pike  V.  Van  Wormer,  5  How.  Pr.  171;  S.  0..  6  id.  89;  Pry  ▼. 
Bennett  5  Sandf.  54;  Dlas  t.  Short,  16  How.  Pr.  322;  Blaiadell  v. 
Raymond,  4  Abb.  Pr.  446;  Carroll  v.  White,  33  Barb.  615;  Galyer 
r.  Van  Anden,  4  Abb.  Pr.  375. 

M  Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  397. 

wSrieber  v.  Wensel,  19  Mo.  513;  and  Wisconsin,  Van  Slyke  t. 
Carpenter,  7  Wis.  173. 

looMUler  v.  Parish,  8  Pick.  383;  Stark,  on  Slan.  390.  So  in 
Utah.  It  is  sufficient  to  state  generally,  that  the  defamatory  mat- 
ter was  published  ccmceming  the  plaintiff,  and  if  such  allegation  be 
controverted,  the  plaintiff  must  establish  on  the  trial  that  it  was 
so  published.    Fenstermaker  v.  Publishing  Ob.,  12  Utah,  439. 

101  Patterson  v.  Edwards,  2  Gilm.  720;  Van  Vecbten  v.  Hopkins* 
5  Johns.  211;  4  Am.  Dec.  339;  Brown  v.  Moore,  35  N.  Y.  Snpp.  73«: 
90  Hnn,  160.  *  An  innuendo  serves  to  explain  precedent  matter,  but 
never  to  establish  a  new  charge  or  change  the  sense  of  previous 
words.  Cole  v.  Nenstadter,  22  Oreg.  191;  Bell  v.  Publishing  Oo., 
8  Abb.  N.  O.  157. 

102  TTpvq  V.  Mitchell.  7  Blackf.  117. 

108  Nichols  V.  Packard,  16  Vt,  83;  Weir  v.  Hoss,  6  Ala.  881. 
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a  link  to  attach  together  facts  already  known  to  the  court.^^  It 
can  not  attribute  to  words  a  meaning  which  renders  them 
actionable,^^  without  a  prefatory  averment  of  extrinsic  facta 
which  makes  them  slanderous.^^  The  use  of  innuendoes  is  in 
part  retained  and  in  part  dispensed  with  under  our  system  of 
pleading.  If  the  words  used  ore  not  libelous  per  se,  but  are 
made  so  by  some  extrinsic  matter  alleged  by  way  of  inducement, 
innuendoes  are  necessary  to  show  the  connection  of  such  words 
with  the  intrinsic  facts.  So,  also,  where  the  publication  is 
made  libelous  by  reference  to  extrinsic  matter  not  necessary  to 
be  alleged.  In  such  case  the  extrinsic  fact  should  be  suggested 
by  an  innuendo.  Where  words  are  not  libelous  per  se,  the  ex- 
traneous facts  must  be  stated  in  the  introduction  or  induce- 
ment; as  an  innuendo  can  not  extend,  but  only  apply  the 
words.*^  The  emplo3rment  of  the  iniiuendo  will  be  indulged 
where  the  convenience  of  pleading  demands,  it,  though  in  some 
oases  it  may  not  be  strictly  proper.^®® 

9  1690.  Innuendoes,  when  not  essenUaL  When  the  language 
is  not  in  itself  applicable  to  the  plaintiff,  no  innuendo  can  make 
it  80.*^  But.  if  the  plaintiff  is  designated  by  another  name  in 
the  libel,  his  real  name  may  be  designated  by  an  innuendo.*^^ 
Where  it  is  desired  to  connect  the  words  charged  with  the  col- 
loquium, or  to  show  the  meaning  imputed  to  words  libelous  per 
se,  we  consider  that  innuendoes  may  be  dispensed  with;  and  it 
will  always  be  unsafe  to  rely  on  an  innuendo,  unsupported  by  a 
distinct  prefatory  averment,  to  show  a  libelous  meaning  not 
evident  from  the  words  used.*** 

iMOooke  on  Defamation,  04. 

i«  Holton  V.  Muzzy,  80  Vt.  366. 

iw  Watte  V.  Greenlee.  2  Dev.  115;  Brown  v.  Brown.  14  Me.  817; 
Beswlck  V.  Ohappel,  8  B.  Mon.  486;  Dottarer  v.  Bushy,  16  Penn. 
St  207;  2  Bibb,  319. 

lOT  Nichols  V.  Packard,  16  Vt  83;  Brown  v.  Brown,  14  Me.  817; 
Harris  v.  Burl^,  8  N.  H.  256;  LlnvlUe  v.  Barlywlne,  4  Blackf. 
460;  Tappan  v.  Wilson,  7  Ohio,  190,  part  1. 

i«8See  Blalsdell  v.  Raymond,  4  Abb.  Pr.  446;  Caldwell  v.  Ray- 
mond, 2  Id.  193;  De  Witt  v.  Wripht,  57  Cal.  576;  Stewart  v.  Wilson, 
28  Minn.  449;  Wallace  v.  Bennett,  1  Abb.  N.  O.  478. 

loeTownshend's  Sland.  and  L,lb.  114,  426. 

MO  Hays  V.  Brierly,  4  Watts,  392. 

i«  As  to  proof  of  libelous  meaning  by  extraneous  evidence,  and 
as  to  sufficiency  of  Innuendo  drawn,  nee  Wachter  v.  Qnenzer,  29 
N.  Y.  547;  Butler  v.  Wood,  10  How.  Pr.  222. 

108 
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i  1691.  LetUr.  A.  complaint  which  alleges  that  defendant 
aent  a  letter  to  plaintiff^  and  that  the  same  was^  by  means  of 
such  sending  thereof^  received  and  read  by  plaintiff^  and  thereby 
published  by  the  plaintiff,  is  not  good;  for  the  letler  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  sealed,  and  sending  a  letter  is  not  publication.^^ 
But  reading  aloud  a  letter  containing  libelous  matter  amounts 
to  publication.^^ 

§  1692.  Libelous  imputations.  Among  imputations  which  are 
libelous  are  an  imputation  of  the  receipt  of  money  for  procuring 
a  public  appointment;  an  imputation  of  insanity;^^^  corruption 
against  a  member  of  the  legislature;^^^  a  statement  of  the  keeper 
of  an  intelligence  office  reflecting  on  the  business  capacity  of 
the  partners  of  a  mercantile  firm.^^® 

§  1693.  Libelous  intent  and  meaning.  Where  a  complaint 
only  averred  a  libelous  intent  and  meaning  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  the  composing  and  publishing  of  the  words,  with- 
out averring  that  they  were  so  understood  by  these  to  whom  they 
were  published,  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that 
the  written  and  published  words  set  forth  do  not  constitute  a 
libel,  should  be  sustained.*^^ 

§  1694.  Special  damage.  When  the  words  are  in  their 
natural  and  obvious  construction  injurious,  some  damage  is  to 
be  presumed,  and  it  is  not  essential  to  allege  special  damage;"* 
but  when  the  court  can  discern  no  injurious  meaning  in  the 
plain  and  natural  purport  of  the  publication  itself,  the  plain- 
tiff must  aver  and  prove  special  damage.^*® 

iia  Lyle  v.  Glason,  1  Oai.  581. 

118  Snyder  v.  Andrews,  6  Baj-b.  43;  Moore  v.  Francis,  121  N.  T. 
199;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  810. 
114  Perkins  v.  Mitchell.  31  Barb.  461. 
116  Llttlejahn  v.  Greeley,  13  Abb.  Pr.  41. 

116  Taylor  v.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  451;  see,  further,  Townsbend  on 
Sland.  and  Lib. 

117  Maynard  v.  F.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  34  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec.  6721 

118  Perkins  v.  Mitchell,  31  Barb.  461;  Hicks  v.  Walker,  2  G.  Greene 
(Iowa),  440;  Fitzgerald  v.  Giles,  84. Hun,  295;  Pokrok.  etc..  Pub. 
Cow  V.  Ziskovsky.  42  Neb.  64:  Barr  v.  Arkner,  44  id.  192;  KenUe 
T.  Schaub,  94  Mich.  542;  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Moaman,  15  OoL 
699. 

ii»  Caldwell  v.  Raymond,  2  Abb.  Pr.  193;  Stoiie  v.  Cooper,  2  Den. 
299;  Bennett  v.  Williamson,  4  Sandf.  60. 
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I  1696.  Of  and  concerning  plaintiff.  Although  inducement 
may  be  necessary  to  explain  the  matter  alleged  to  be  libelouB^ 
it  ifi  enough  to  state  in  the  declaration  that  the  publication  was 
"  of  and  concerning  "  the  plaintiflE.^^  The  court  as&umes  the 
words  complained  of  do  in  fact  refer  to  the  plaintiff."^  By 
section  460^  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure^  the  averment 
that  the  same  was  published  concerning  the  plaintiff  supplies 
the  place  of  all  averments  of  extrinsic  facts  which  might  other- 
wise be  necessary  to  show  the  application  of  the  words  charged 
to  the  plaintiff.  This  averment  is  essential,  and  can  not  be 
supplied  by  an  innuendo. 

%  1696.  Beputation  —  character.  Beputation  is  the  estimate 
in  which  an  individual  is  held  by  public  fame  in  the  place  where 
he  is  known  ;^^  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  prefix  the  word  "  gen- 
eral."^® The  word  "  character "  and  "  reputation,"  though 
often  used  synonymously,  are  in  fact  not  synonymous.*** 
Character"  is  a  term  convertible  with  common  report** 
General  character  "  is  the  estimation  in  which  a  person  is  held 
in  the  community  where  he  resides.*^  It  is  the  result  of  gen- 
eral conduct.*^  "Chaste  character"  means  actual  personal 
virtue,  not  actual  reputation.*® 

9  1697.  Words  with  a  covert  meaning.  Words  which  on  their 
face  appear  to  be  entirely  harmless  may  under  certain  circum- 
stances convey  a  covert  meaning  wholly  different  from  the  or- 
dinary and  natural  interpretation  usually  put  upon  them.  To 
render  such  words  actionable,  it  is  necessary  for  the  pleader  to 
aver  that  the  author  of  the  libel  intended  them  to  be  under- 
stood, and  that  they  were  in  fact  understood  by  those  who  read 
them  in  their  covert  sense. *^    And  when  a  hidden  defamatory 

120  Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  406;  Harris  v.  Zanone.  93  Cal.  50. 

121  Wesley  v.  Bennett.  5  Abb.  Pr.  498. 

122  Cooper  V.  Greeley,  1  Den.  347. 

123  French  v.  Millard,  2  Ohio  St.  50. 

124  Bucklln  V.  The  State,  20  Ohio,  18;  French  v.  Millard,  2  Ohio 
St.  50.  That  they  are  the  same,  see  Kimmel  v.  Klnunel,  5  Serg. 
&  R.  337. 

126  Id. 

128  See  Douglass  v.  Tonsey,  2  Wend.  354;  20  Am.  Dec.  016. 

127  Sharp  V.  Scogin,  Holf  a  N.  P.  C.  541;  3  Am.  Law  J.  (N.  S.)  145. 
i2«  Carpenter  v.  People,  8  Barb.  003;  Orozier  v.  People,  1  Park. 

O.  4.53;  Safford  y.  People,  id.  474. 

129  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Oo.,  34  Cal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec. 
«72:  see,  also.  Rundell  v.  Butler,  7  Barb.  260;  Wesley  v.  Bennett; 
5  Abb.  Pr.  498;  and  Carroll  v.  White,  33  Barb.  618. 
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meaning  is  sought  to  be  attributed  to  words  in  themselves  in- 
nocent)  and  on  their  face  containing  no  such  sense,  by  eztrinfiic 
facts  outside  and  independent  of  the  publication  itself,  the 
knowledge  of  such  facts  must  be  shown  1)y  averment  to  have 
existed  in  the  breast  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  publi- 
cation."^ 

9  1698.  The  Mume  —  by  an  attorney  at  law. 

Form  No.  424. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  was,  on  and  before  the day  of 

....    ,  18. .,  an  attorney  at  law  of  the  several  courts  of 

record  of  the  state  of ,  duly  admitted  as  such  to 

practice  therein,  as  such  attorney,  and  had  practiced,  ajid  still 
continued  to  practice  as  such  attorney  at  law,  in  the  several 

courts  of  record  in  said  state  of ,  and  had  always, 

as  such  attorney  at  law,  conducted  and  demeaned  himself  with 
honesty  and  fidelity,  and  had  never  been  guilty,  or  suspected  to 
have  been  guilty,  of  any  misconduct  or  malpractice,  in  his  said 
capacity  and  profession  of  an  attorney  at  law. 

n.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  published  in  a  newspaper  called 

the   ,  the  following  words  concerning  the  said 

plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said  capacity  and 
profession  of  an  attorney  at  law  [set  forth  the  words  used] 

III.  That  defendant  meant  thereby  that  [state  innuendo]. 

IV.  That  said  publication  was  false  and  defamatory  and  by 
means  thereof  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  is  greatly  injured  and 
prejudiced  in  his  reputation  aforesaid,  and  has  also  lost  and 
been  deprived  of  great  gains  and  profits^  which  would  otherwise 
have  arisen  and  accrued  to  him  in  his  said  profession  and  busi- 
ness, to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

S  1609.  The  same  —  by  a  physician. 

Form  No.  425, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintiff  was  a 
physician,  practicing  as  such  at 

wo  Smith  v.  Ashley.  11  Met.  307;  4.'>  Am.  Deo.  216;  Dexter  v.  8pear» 
4  Mason,  115;  Harris  v.  Zanone.  93  Cal.  50. 
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II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. ,,  the 

defendant  published  in  a  newspaper  called  the  ^ 

the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff  [set  fortk  the  words 
.used]. 

III.  That  said  publioat^on  was  false  and  defamatory^  and  by 
means  thereof  the  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  reputation,  and 
in  his  said  good  name  and  credit  as  a  physician,  and  in  his 
practice  as  such,  to  his  damage dollara. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1700.  For  libel  —  chai^  of  dishoneflty,  etc.,  in  bmriiMiis. 

Form  No.  426. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  waa 
a  corporation  existing  by  or  under  the  laws  of  this  state^  was 

engaged  in  business  in  the  city  of ,  as  a  banker 

and  stock  broker. 

II.  That  the  business  of  this  plaintiff  as  a has 

always  depended  largely  on  the  good  reputation  and  credit  of 
this  plaintiff,  and  on  the  trust  reposed  in  it,  aiul  by  their  share- 
holders and  the  public,  in  consequence  thereof. 

III.  That  the  defendant  was,  at  the  times  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  publisher  and  proprietor  of  tha   ,  a 

newspaper  published  in  the  city  of 

IV.  That  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  did,  on 

the  .• day  of ,  18 . . ,  compose  and  publish 

in  said  newspaper,  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  concerning  the 
premises,  the.  false  and  defamatory  matter  following,  to-wit 
[here  insert  the  words  of  libel,  innuendoes,  etc.] 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  has  been 

injured  in  its  reputation  and  credit,  to  its  damage 

dollars 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1701.  GorporationB  —  special  damage.  Incorporated  com- 
panies established  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  business,  e.  g.y 
banks,  may  maintain  actions  for  libel,  the  same  as  individuals, 
for  words  affeotinor  their  business  or  property,  and  without  al- 
le^ng  special  damages.*^^ 

131  Shoe  and  I^eather  Bank  v.  Thompson,  23  Hnrw.  Pr.  253;  see 
Southern  Ohemlcal,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Wolf,  48  La.  Ann.  631. 
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§  1708.  For  charge  of  crime  —  words  not  libelous  on  their 
faoe* 

Farm  No,  427, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  [dwelling- 
house]  of  the  defendant  had  been  burned  down,  and  it  was 
suspected  that  it  had  been  feloniously  set  on  fire. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  published  in  a  newspaper  called 

,  the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff: 

"  One  A.  B.  kindled  the  fire,  and  I  can  prove  it." 

III.  That  the  defendant  meant  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  had 
feloniously  set  fire  to  said  house. 

IV.  That  the  said  publication  was  false  and  defamatory. 

V.  That  plaintiff  hath  sustained  damage  by  reason  of  said 

false  and  defamatory  publication  in  the  sum  of « •. 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

9  1703.  For  accusing  plaintifl  of  perjury  in  his  answer  to 
a  complaint. 

Form  No.  428. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges:  / 

L  That  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had  filed  his  answer  in  a  certain  dbtion 
then  pending  against  him  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county 

of ,  state  of ,  wherein  the  defendant 

herein  was  plaintiff;  and  which  said  answer  was  verified  by  this 
plaintiff. 

11.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. . ,  at 

,  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  pub- 
lished and  caused  and  procured  to  be  published,  in  a  newspaper 

called  the ,  concerning  the  plaintiff  and  his  said 

answer,  the  following  words  [here  state  the  libelous  matter*); 
and  in  a  certain  other  part  of  the  said  libel,  the  following  words^ 
[here  state  libelous  matter]. 

TIT.  That  said  publication  was  and  is  false  and  defamatory, 
and  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  hath  sustained  damage  in. 
'  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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i  1704.  For  composing  a  libel  not  directly  accusing  the  plain- 
tiif  of  perjury. 

Form  No.  42^. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  allegeB: 

I.  That  before  the  eommitting  of  the  grievaneeB  by  the  de- 
fendant hereinafter  mentioned,  a  certain  action  had  been  pend- 
ing in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of ,  state 

of ,  wherein  one  A.  B.  was  plaintiff  and  one  C. 

D.  was  defendant,  and  which  action  had  been  then  lately  tried  in 
said  couri;,  and  on  such  trial  the  plaintiff  herein  was  examined 
on  oath,  and  had  given  his  evidence  as  a  witness  in  behalf  of  the 
said  A.  B. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  published  in  a  newspaper  called 

the the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff 

and  the  said  action,  and  concerning  the  evidence  given  by  the 
said  plaintiff  upon  the  said  trial  as  such  witness,  that  is  to  say: 
"  He  ^*  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  "  was  forsworn  on  the  trial  ^ 
(meaning  the  said  trial),  and  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  in  giv- 
ing his  evidence  as  such  witness  on  said  trial,  had  committed 
willful  and  corrupt  perjury. 

III.  That  said  publication  was  and  is  false  and  defamatory. 

IV.  That  by  reason  of  said  false  and  defamatory  publication 

the  plaintiff  hath  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of .' 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

9  1705.  For  a  libel  not  directly  accusing  the  plaintiff  of  lar- 
ceny. 

Form  No.  430. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  hereinafter 
mentioned,  a  certain  horse  of  the  defendant  had  been  feloniously 
stolen  by  some  person  or  persons  for  state  that  the  defendant 
*'  was  possessed  of  a  horse,  and  had  asserted  that  his  horse  had 
been  feloniously  stolen/*  or  "it  had  been  asserted  that  his  said 
horse  had  been  feloniously  stolen  '*]. 

IT.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  pub- 
lished in  a  newspaper,  called  the the  followinc^ 

words  concerning  the  plaintiff:  "  He  is  the  person  who  took 
my  horse  from  the  field/* 
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III.  That  the  defendant  meant  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  had 
feloniously  stolen  his  said  horse. 

IV.  That  the  said  publication  was  false  and  defamatory,  aad 
by  reason  of  said  false  and  defamatory  publication,  the  plaintiff 
hath  sustained  damage  in  the  sum  of doUars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1706.  For  Ubel  by  8igns.iS2 

Form  No,  431. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  contriving  to  injure  the  plaintiff 

in  his  reputation,  and  to  bring  him  into  public  contempt,  dis- 
grace and  ridicule,  did,  in  the  public  street  of  said , 

wrongfully  and  maliciously  make,  and  cause  to  be  made,  an 
effigy  or  figure  intended  to  represent  the  person  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  hung  up  and  caused  to  be  hung  up  the  said  effigy,  in  the 
view  of  the  neighbors  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  public  then  and 
there  assembled,  by  means  of  which  the  plaintiff  has  been  greatly 

injured  in  his  reputation,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1707.  For  slander  —  the  words  being  actionable  in  them- 
selves. 

Form  No.  432. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   18 . . .  at 

,  the  defendant  spoke,  in  the  hearing  of  A.  B.  for 

sundry  persons'],  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  the  false  and 
scandalous  words  following  fhe  is  a  thief],  to  the  damage  of 
the  plaintiff dollars. 

[DeMVND  of  JrDGMENT.] 

fi  1708.  Abatement  of  action.  By  the  common  law,  actions  of 
tort  die  with  the  person,  and  this  rule  applies  to  actions  for 
slander  and  libel,  except  in  those  states  where  a  different  rule 
is  prescribed  by  the  statnte.^^ 

132  A  oarloature  may  be  libelous.  See  Viele  t.  Oray,  19  How.  Pr. 
W»0;  10  Abb.  Pr.  1. 

iM  ToTVTiRhend  on  Slander  and  Libel.  ?i89:  see  1  W.  Sannd.  316: 
Nettleton  v.  Dinehart,  5  Oiish.  .543,  .544:  Walford  on  Parties,  1392. 
1449. 
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§  1709.  Ambiguous  words.  Where  words  are  ambiguous  and 
uncertain  in  their  meanings  the  complaint  must  allege  such  cir- 
cumstances as  will  show  that  they  were  uttered  with  a  slanderous 
meaning.^'* 

9  1710.  Averments  In  complaint.  The  New  York  Code  has 
changed  the  common-law  rule  of  pleading  in  actions  of  slander 
in  one  particular:  that  is,  although  it  may  be  uncertain  to  whom 
the  words  were  intended  to  apply,  it  is  no  longer  necessary  to 
insert  in  the  complaint  any  averment  showing  they  were  in- 
tended to  apply  to  the  plaintiff.****  A  complaint  which  avers 
that  defendant  spoke  certain  words  of  and  concerning  the  plain- 
tiff, and  setting  forth  the  words  which  appear  actionable  per  se^ 
sufficiently  states  a  cause  of  action.^^® 

9  1711.  Chastity.  Ordinarily,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
statutory  provision,  words  published  orally  charging  a  woman 
with  want  of  chastity  are  not  actionable  per  se}^'^  Want  of 
chastity,  special  damage  being  averred,  as  to  unmarried  female, 
is  actionable;*^  also  as  against  a  man,*^  or  a  married  woman.**^ 
In  California  the  common-law  rule  that  charging  a  want  of 
chastity  is  not  actionable  per  se,  has  been  changed  by  the  Code, 
whether  the  words  are  spoken  of  a  man  or  woman.*** 

9  1712.  Construction.  In  a  declaration  in  slander,  the  words 
laid  as  the  slanderous  charge  will  be  understood  by  the  court 
in  their  natural  and  popular  sense.*^ 

9  1718.  Continuando.  In  complaint  for  slander  the  words 
spoken  should  not  be  alleged  with  a  continuando.     Slanderous 

134  Pike  V.  Van  Wormer,  5  How.  Pr.  171;  S.  O.,  6  Id.  99. 

135  Pike  V.  Van  Wormer,  6  How.  Pr.  90.  So  in  Oallfomla.  But 
the  avermentB  necessary  in  common-law  pleading  to  show  the 
meaning  of  the  words  must  still  be  made.  Harris  v.  Zanone,  96 
Cal.  00. 

136  Malone  v.  Stllwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421. 

137  Townghend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  175   et  seq. 

138  Puller  V.  Fenner,  16  Barb.  333. 

i39TerwIlliRer  v.  Wands,  17  N.  Y.  54;  72  Am.  Dec.  420. 

1^  Wilson  V.  Goit,  17  N.  Y.  442;  Olmstead  v.  Brown,  12  Barb. 
a^>7;  Kloin  v.  Hratz.  2  Duer,  633. 

141 OW.  Civil  Code,  $  46;  Hitchcock  t.  Oanithers.  82  Oal.  523; 
and  see  Bamett  y.  Ward,  36  Ohio  St.  107;  38  Am.  Rep.  561;  KeUegr 
T.  Flnherty,  16  R.  I.  234:  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  739. 

i42Tuttle  V.  Bishop.  30  Conn.  89. 
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words  spoken  at  one  time  constitute  one  cause  of  action.  The 
same  or  other  slanderous  words  spoken  at  other  times  constitute 
other  causes  of  action^  but  if  relied  on  they  should  be  separately 
pleaded,  in  separate  paragraphs.  ^^ 

§  1714.  Counts  in  complaint.  It  is  allowable  to  include  in 
the  same  declaration  divers  distinct  words  of  slander  of  differ- 
ent import.^^  But  a  new  count  for  another  slander  can  not  be 
added  after  the  right  of  action  has  been  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.^^  Under  the  old  rule  the  plaintiff  was  held  to 
strict  proof  of  the  words  as  charged  in  the  declaration;  and  to 
meet  this  rule  it  was  necessary  to  state  the  words  in  a  vari^y  of 
counts  adapted  to  the  evidence  relied  on.*** 

I  1716.  Damages.  In  an  action  for  slander^  where  words 
are  charged  to  have  been  spoken  of  and  concerning  a  plaintiff 
as  a  clerk  or  tradesman,  which  it  is  alleged  was  his  profession,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  allege  special  damages.**'^ 

§  17ia  Disease.  With  respect  to  the  charge  of  having  a 
disease,  it  is  actionable  to  charge  having  certaiiv  diseases,  but 
it  has  been  held  not  actionable  to  charge  one  with  having  had 
such  diseases.*^  Thus,  that  a  married  woman  has  (in  the  pree- 
ent  tense)  a  venereal  disease;**^  that  a  man  has  a  venereal 
disease.*^ 

§  1717.  Entire  conversation.  A  count  of  a  petition  in  an 
action  for  slander,  which  sets  out  the  entire  conversation  in 
which  the  slander  was  spoken,  contains  only  one  cause  of  ac- 
tion, although  the  conversation  consists  of  several  parts,  each  of 
which  is  actionable.*"    A  complaint  in  an  action  for  slander 

M8  gwtnney  v.  Nave,  22  Ind.  178. 

144  Hall  v.  Neea,  27  111.  411.  Where  dlsdnot  causes  of  action, 
upon  a  charge  of  slander,  are  not  separately  stated,  or  not  stated 
with  sufficient  certainty,  these  defects  are  waived  by  a  general 
demurrer.    Clugston  v.  Garretson,  108  Oal.  441. 

145  Smith  V.  Smith,  45  Penn.  St.  408. 

i4esee  Olmstead  v.  Miller,  1  Wend.  506;  Aldrich  v.  Brown.  11 
Id.  596;  Keenholtz  v.  Becker,  3  Den.  346;  Fox  v.  Vanderbeek.  5  Oow. 
513;  Howard  v.  Sexton,  4  N.  Y.  157;  Rnndell  v.  Butler,  7  Barb.  280. 

147  Butler  V.  Howes,  7  Cal.  87;  Frolich  v.  McKieman,  84  Id.  1T7„ 

148  Townnhend  on  Slander  and  Lll>el.  184. 

149  Williams  V.  Holdredge,  22  Barb.  396, 

150  Hewitt  V.  Mason,  24  How.  Pr.  866. 
iBiCracraft  v.  Oocbran,  16  Iowa,  801. 
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wliicli  BtateB  that  the  words  contained  therein  are  those  which 
the  defendant  spoke  concerning  the  plaintiff  is  good,  although 
the  style  of  such  words  is  unusual  for  a  conversation.^** 

§  1718.  Bflsential  aTerments.  In  an  action  for  slander  it 
should  be  alleged  that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  divers  piersons.  To  allege  a  speaking 
merely  is  not  sufficient.*^  But  in  Indiana,  by  statute,  it  is  suffi- 
cient merely  to  allege  the  speaking.**^  Or  it  is  suffici^it  to  al- 
lege, "in  the  hearing  of  certain  persons,*'  naming  them;***  or 
of  certain  persons  named,  and  divers  others,  not  naming  the 
others.**® 

§  1719.  Husband  and  wife.  By  the  statute  of  New  York 
of  1860  and  1862,  a  married  woman  may  sue  alone  and  without 
her  husband  for  slander  or  libel;  and  so  in  Pennsylvania.**^ 
But  a  wife  can  not  sue  her  husband  for  slander;**®  but  if  there 
be  no  statutory  provision  to  govern  such  actions,  the  action 
should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  both  husband  and  wife.*** 
And  if  the  husband  dies,  the  action  survives  to  the  wife;  but  if 
the  wife  dies  before  verdict,  the  action  abates.*^  If  the  words 
concerning  a  married  woman  are  actionable  because  of  special 
damage  to  the  husband,  the  husband  must  sue  alone,***  even  if 
the  husband  and  wife  live  apart  under  a  deed  of  separation.*** 
So  for  a  charge  of  joint  larceny,  the  husband  should  sue  alone.*** 

152  Hull  V.  Vreeland,  42  Barb.  543. 

iM  Style.  70;  Stark.  Slan.  360. 

iM  Guard  v.  Risk,  11  Ind.  156. 

iM  Burbank  v.  Horn,  39  Me.  233. 

iMBradshaw  v.  Perdue,  12  6a.  510;  Ware  v.  Cartledge,  24  Ala. 
622;  60  Am.  Dec.  489;  see  Harris  v.  Zanone,  93  Cal.  59. 

1B7  Rangier  v.  Hummell,  37  Penn.  St.  150;  see,  also,  N.  Y.  Oode, 
S  460. 

iMPreethy  r.  Freethy,  42  Barb.  641;  Tlbbs  v.  Brown,  2  Grant's 
Gas.  (Penn.)  39. 

1B9  Stark,  on  Sland.  349;  Newton  v.  Rowe,  8  Sc.  L.  R.  26;  Denote 
T.  Gardiner,  4  Mee.  &  W.  5;  Sayre,  33;  Baldwin  v.  Flower,  8  Mod. 
120;  Long  v.  Long,  4  Penn.  St  29. 

iw  Stroop  V.  Swarts.  12  Serg.  &  R.  76;  see  Style,  138. 

lOiSavlUe  T.  Sweeney,  4  Bam.  &  Adol.  514;  Long  v.  Long,  4 
Penn.  St  29;  Stark,  on  Sland.  351;  Fort  377;  1  Lev.  140;  Klein  v. 
Hentz,  2  Dner,  633. 

i<o  Beach  v.  Ranney,  2  HiU,  309;  see  Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Libw 
890. 

^«.Ba«b  T.  Sommer.  JD  Penn.  St  169. 
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AMiere  the  language  published  concerns  both  husband  and  wife, 
the  husband  may  sue  alone  lor  the  injur}^  to  him,  and  the  hus- 
band ajid  wife  may  sue  jointly  for  the  injury  to  the  wife.^®*  For 
a  publication  by  a  married  woman,  the  action  must  be  against 
hor  and  her  husband.**^ 

I  1720.  Joinder  of  actions.  A  cause  of  action  against  the 
luisband  for  the  wrongful  act  of  his  wife  can  not  be  joined  with 
a  cause  of  action  against  him  for  his  own  wrongful  act.  Thus, 
where  the  complaint  in  an  action  against  husband  and  wife 
stated  a  cause  of  action  for  slanderous  words  of  the  wife,  and  a 
further  cause  of  action  for  slanderous  words  of  the  husband, 
it  was  held  that  the  two  causes  of  action  were  improperly 
joined.^^ 

§  1721.  Jurisdiction.  The  court  has  jurisdiction  in  an  action 
of  slander,  although  the  slanderous  words  were  spoken  in 
another  state.*®^ 

8  17232.  Langruage  in  part  slanderous.  Where  the  complaint 
sets  out  language  used  on  a  single  occasion,  a  part  of  which  is 
slanderous  and  the  rest  is  not,  the  latter  portion  will  not  l)e 
stricken  out  as  irrelevant.  Though  it  may  not  be  necessary  1o 
allege  in  the  complaint  all  that  was  said  at  the  time,  it  is  proper 
to  do  so.*^  Plaintiff  was  not  bound,  however,  to  j)rove  all  the 
words  charged.  If  he  proved  some  of  them,  and  those  proved 
were  actionable,  it  was  enough.*®®  And  different  sets  of  words 
impcrting  the  same  charge,  and  laid  as  spoken  at  the  same  time, 
might  under  the  former  practice  be  included  in  the  same 
count.^^  If  any  of  the  words  are  actionable  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff."* 

i«4  Bash  V.  Sommer,  20  Penn.  St  159. 

165  r>  Car.  &  P.  484;  2  Wile.  227;  Style.  349;  2  W.  Saund.  117. 

iM  Malono  v.  Stilwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421. 

167  Hull  V.  Vreeland,  42  Barb.  543. 

lesDeyo  v.  Brundajfe,  13  How.  Pr.  221;  Root  v.  Lowndes,  6  Hill, 
518;  41  Am.  Dec.  762. 

i6BLoomi8  V.  Swick,  3  Wend.  206;  Purple  v.  Horton,  13  id.  9: 
27  Am.  Deo.  167;  compare,  also,  Dipyt  v.  Tanner.  20  Wend.  190; 
Genet  v.  Mitchell.  7  Johns.  120. 

iToiuithbun  V.  Emiph,  6  Wend.  407:  MiUigan  r.  Thorn,  Id.  412. 

171  Edds  V.  Waters,  4  Oranch  C.  C.  170. 
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i  1723.  Of  or  concerning  plaintiff.  It  is  sufficient  to  aver 
substantially  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  plaintiff.  An  ex- 
press averment  of  the  fact  is  not  necessary."^ 

I  1724.  Place  and  time.  The  plaoe^^  or  time  of  speaking 
the  words^^*  are  not  material;  but  it  must  be  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.*^*^ 

S  1725.  Presence  and  hearing^  allegation  of.  The  words  used 
must  be  alleged  as  having  been  spoken  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  some  person  or  per- 
sons.*^ But  the  plaintiff  may  amend  on  the  trial,  if  defendant 
is  not  misled. ^^^  It  is  a  sufficient  allegation  in  a  complaint  in 
an  action  for  slander,  to  show  that  the  words  were  spoken  in  the 
prf.-sence  and  hearing  of  some  person  or  persons;  to  state  that  in 
certain  conversations  or  discussions  defendant  did  publish,  de- 
clare^ etc.,  is  sufficient,  as  these  words  sufficiently  imply  the  pres- 
ence of  hearers,  and  indicate  that  the  declarations  were  public 
and  notorious.*^ 

§  1726.  Presumption  of  malice.  Where  the  occasion  upon 
which  the  words  for  which  an  action  of  slander  is  brought  were 
spoken  repels  any  presumption  of  malice,  and  proof  of  it  is 
necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  that  they 
were  spoken  maliciously,  without  setting  forth  in  the  complaint 
the  facts  and  circumstances  which  show  the  existence  of 
malice  ^'^ 

ira  Brown  t.  Lamberton,  2  Blnn.  34;  Brashen  v.  Shepherd,  Ky. 
Dec.  249:  Nestle  v.  Van  Slyck,  2  Hill.  282;  but  see  Titus  v.  Pellet, 
id.  318;  l^ler  v.  TiUotson,  id.  508;  Cave  v.  Shelor.  2  Munf.  193; 
Harper  v.  Help,  3  Ind.  225;  Rex  v.  Marsden,  4  Mau.  &  Sel.  164; 
Baldwin  v.  Hlldreth,  14  Gray  (Mass.).  221. 

iTSJefferies  v.  Duncombe,  11  East,  226. 

174  22  Barb.  87. 

iw  Taylor  v.  Surgingger,  2  Rep.  Con.  Ct.  367. 

176  Anonymous,  3  How.  Pr.  406;  Wood  v.  Gilchrist.  1  Code  R.  117. 

m  Id. 

iTOHurd  V.  Moore.  2  Greg.  85;  see  Harris  v.  Zanone.  93  Cal.  59. 
An  allegation  on  information  and  belief  that  on  a  certain  day  the 
defendant  spoke  in  the  presence  of  certain  named  persons  the 
slanderous  words  complained  of,  held  snfflcient.  McKinney  v. 
Roberta,  68  Cal.  192. 

iwviele  V.  Gray.  10  Abb.  Pr.  1.  An  allegation  that  the  defama- 
tory words  RpoUen  of  the  plnlntlff  "  were  false  "  Implfes  mnlice  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  and 
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$  1727.  FublishecL  "Published"  ex  vi  termini,  imports  & 
speaking  in  the  presence  of  a  third  party.^®*^  And  this  aver- 
ment is  sufficient,  without  averring  specially  in  the  presence  of 
others.*®^  That  the  words  were  spoken  would  be  sufficient,  if 
accompanied  by  an  averment  implying  publication  to  a  third 
person.^^ 

§  1728.  Several  liability.  As  a  general  rule,  an  action  of 
slander  will  not  lie  against  two  persons,  as  every  speaker  must 
be  sued  separately,^®*  although  it  seems  that  where  the  words 
are  alleged  to  have  been  uttered  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  be- 
tween two  or  more  defendants,  the  action  may  be  maintained.^®* 

I  1729.  Slander  defined.  Slander  is  the  imputation:  1.  Of 
some  temporal  offense,  for  which  the  party  may  be  indicted 
and  punished  in  the  temporal  courts;  2.  Of  an  existing  con- 
tagious disorder,  tending  to  exclude  the  party  from  society; 
3.  Of  an  unfitness  to  perform  an  office  or  employment  of  profit, 
or  want  of  integrity  in  an  office  of  honor;  4.  Words  prejudicing 
a  person  in  his  lucrative  profession  or  trade;  5.  Any  untrue 
words  occasioning  actual  damage;^®^  slander  being  an  unwritten 
or  unprinted  libel.*®*  If  is  also  defined  to  be  "  the  publishing 
of  words  in  writing  or  by  speaking,  by  reason  of  which  the 
person  to  whom  they  relate  becomes  liable  to  suffer  some  cor- 
poral punishment  or  to  sustain  some  damage."^®^  Slander  is 
a  private  wrong  or  tort,  cognizable  by  the  common  law,  the 
remedy  for  which  is  a  civil  action,  formerly  known  as  an  "  action 
on  the  case  for  words,"  and  now  as  "  an  action,  or  the  action 
of  or  for  slander."*®® 

9  1780.  Special  damages.  The  loss  which  ensues  as  a  neces- 
sary consequence  is  termed  damage;  the  loss  which  ensues  as  a 
natural  and  proximate  consequence  is  termed  special  damages,*®* 

prove  In  the  first  Instance,   that  the  words  were  spoken   with 
malice.    Harris  v.  Zanone.  93  Oel.  50. 

180  Duel  V.  Apan,  1  Code  R.  134. 

181  Burton  v.  Burton,  3  Iowa,  316.    . 
183  Taylor  v.  How,  Cro.  Eliz.  861. 

183  Malone  v.  Stilwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421. 

184 1  Chit.  PI.  74;  Bull.  N.  P.  5;  Forsyth  v.  Bdmiston,  2  Abb.  Pr.  490. 

18«  1  Hllliard  on  Torts,  c.  7,  p.  33. 

i8flld.    32. 

187  Bar.  Abr. 

18^  Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  22. 

189  Id.  14a 
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^Special  damage^  consifit  in  the  loss  of  marriage^  loea  of  conBort- 
ium  of  husband  and  wife,  loes  of  emoliunenta,  profits^  customers, 
employment  or  gratuitous  hospitality,  or  by  being  subjected 
to'  any  other  inconvenience  or  annoyance  occasioning  or  in- 
volving a  pecuniary  loss.^^  Mere  apprehension  of  loss  is  not 
such  special  dam^e  as  will  maintain  an  action.  ^^^  Mental  dis- 
tress, physical  illness,  and  inability  to  labor,  occasioned  by  the 
aspersion  of  words  not  in  themselves  actionable,  are  not  grounds 
for  special  damages.^*' 

I  1731.  Special  damages  must  be  alleged.  Special  damages^  or 
those. damages  which  are  not  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
language  complained  of,  must  be  specially  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint.^^ A  pecuniary  loss  must  be  shown  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  remedy.^^  The  objections  that  allegations  of  special 
<iamage  —  e.  g,,  in  an  action  for  slander  —  are  not  sufficiently 
specific,  can' not  be  raised  by  demurrer,  but  only  by  motion 
to  make  more  specific*^^ 

§  1732.  Subsequent  usage.  In  slander,  allegations  of  a  sub- 
sequent usage  of  the  words  complained  of  are  inadmissible. 
A  repetition  may  be  proved  without  such  allegation.^**  If 
after  a  recovery  has  been  had  in  an  action  for  slander  or  libel, 
special  damage  occurs,  no  action  can  be  maintained  therefor. 

iMTownshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib*.  227. 

iw  Id.  280;  TerwlUiger  v.  Wands^  17  N.  Y.  64;  72  Am.  Dec.  420; 
Wilson  V.  Golt,  17  N.  Y.  442. 

iMThe  case  of  Bradt  v.  Towsley,  13  Wend.  253;  and  Fuller  v. 
Fenner,  16  Barb.  333;  overruled,  TerwlUiger  v.  Wands,  17  N.  Y. 
M:  72  Am.  Dec.  420;  Wilson  v.  Golt,  17  N.  Y.  442.  Mental 
suffering  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  compensation  In  an  action  for 
slander,  and  the  damages  may  be  enhanced  by  the  fact  that  the 
member's  of  the  plalntlff*8  family  would  suffer  by  reason  of  the 
disgrace  Imposed  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  slanderous  charge. 
OahlU  V.  Murphy,  94  Gal.  29;  28  Am.  St  Rep.  88;  Ohilders  v. 
Publishing  Go..  105  Gal.  284;  45  Am.  St  Bep.  40. 

i93Town8hend  on  Sland.  &  Lib.  428;  citing  various  authorities. 
See  Frolich  v.  McKleman,  84  Cal.  177. 

194  Beach  v.  Ranney,  2  Hill,  309;  Herrick  v.  Lapham,  10  Johns. 
•281;  Hallock  v.  Miller,  2  Barb.  630;  Hersh  v.  Ringwalt,  3  Yeates, 
508;  2  Am.  Dec.  392;  compare  §  1730,  ante. 

195  Hewitt  V.  Mason,  24  How.  Pr.  36a 

iw  Gray  v.  Nellls,  6  How.  Pr.  290.  Action  for  repetition  of  slander. 
See  Haines  v.  Campbell,  74  Md.  158;  28  Am.  St  B^.  240. 
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The  first  recovery  is  a  bar  to  any  subsequent  action.^^  Ordi- 
narily, the  repetition  of  language  by  another  than  the  first 
publisher  is  not  a  natural  consequence  of  the  first  publication, 
and,  therefore,  except  in  certain  cases,  the  loss  resulting  from, 
such  repetition  does  not  constitute  special  daniage.^^ 

§  1738.  Spedflc  words.  The  specific  wordfe  in  which  slander 
is  conveyed  must  be  set  forth  in  the  petition  in  an  action  of 
slander;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  the  effect  of  the  words 
merely,  or  to  allege  that  the  defendant  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  a  particular  crime.*^ 

f  1784.  For  Bland«r  —  words  spoken  in  a  foreign  language. 

Form  No,  433, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 

divers  persons  who  understood  the  [Gh^rman]  language,  spoke 
concerning  the  plaintiff  the  following  words  in  the  said 
[German]  language  [here  set  forth  the  words  in  the  (German 
or  foreign  language] ;  and  which  said  words  signified,  and  were 
understood  to  mean,  in  the  English  language  [here  set  forUi 
a  correct  translation  of  the  words  in  English];  and  the  said 
[German]  words  were  so  understood  by  the  said  persons  in 
whose  presence  and  hearing  they  were  spoken. 

II.  That  the  defendant  meant  thereby  [set  forth  innuendo]. 

III.  That  the  said  publication  was  false  and  defamatory. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  [state  special  damage]. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  speaking  and  publication  of  the 
said  false  and  defamatory  words  the  plaintiff  hath  been  injured 

in  his  reputation,  to  his  damage' dollars.     [If 

special  injury  as  to  business  is  alleged,  add,  after  the  W9fd 
*'  reputation,*'  the  words  "  and  business.**] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1735;  Foreign  language.  Where  the  slanderous  words  were 
spoken  in  a  foreign  tongue,  they  should  be  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint in  the  original  language,  accompanied  by  an  avorment 

iWTownshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  231;  Cooke  Defam.  24:  Plttler 
V.  Veal,  Cas.  K.  B.  542. 

iMTownshend  on  Rland.  and  Lib.  2JW. 

iM  Taylor  v.  Moran.  4  Met.  (Ky.)  127;  Schubert  ▼.  Rlctatw,  92- 
Wis.  109. 
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of  their  meauing  iu  English^  and  it  should  also  be  alleged  that 
the  persons  present  understood  the  language  used.^*^  The  com  • 
plaint  is,  however,  amendable  in  this  respect  upon  terms.^^  In 
the  case  of  foreign  words,  it  must  be  alleged  that  the  persons 
present  understood  them.*^  But  in  Ohio  it  is  held  where  wohIh 
are  spoken  in  Gemian,  in  a  German  country,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  thev  were  understood.^^ 

§  1736.  For  slander  —  the  words  not  beings  acttonable  in 
themselves. 

Form  No,  434. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  said  to  one  C.  D.,  concerning  the 

plaintiff  ["  He  is  a  young  man  of  remarkably  easy  conscience  "j. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  then  seeking  employment  as  a 
private  secretary  of  said  C.  D.,  and  that  the  defendant  meant 
by  said  words  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  trustworthy  as  a  private 
secretary. 

III.  That  the  said  words  were  false. 

TV.  That  in  consequence  of  the  said  words  [the  said  C.  D. 
refused  to  employ  the  plaintiff  as  private  secretary],  to  his 
damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1737.  Innuendo.  Where  the  words  themselves  are  ambigu- 
ous, and  do  not  necessarily  impute  a  crime,  the  innuendo  can 
not  enlarge  the  meaning  of  the  words  spoken  beyond  the  aver- 
ment of  the  intention  by  which  the  speaking  of  the  words  is 
introduced.^^    It  may  be  averred  that  the  defendant,  by  means 

aooKeenholtB  r.  Becker.  3  Den.  346;  Wormouth- v.  CJramer.  3 
Wend.  394;  Lettman  v.  Ritz,  3  Sandf.  734;  Amann  v.  Damm,  8 
O.  B.  (N.  S.)  597. 

201  I^ttman  v.  RItz,  3  Sandf.  734. 

202Wormouth  v.  Cramer,  3  Wend.  394;  Rtark.  Sland.  360;  Ze!g  v. 
Ort,3  Chand.  rV\Ms.)  26:  Anmnn  v.  Damm,  8  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  597. 

203Beclitpl  T.  Shntler.  WrJfrht,  107. 

204  Weed  v.  Blhblns,  3.5  Barb.  315:  and  see  Fry  v;  Bennett  fV 
Randf.  7A.  As  to  the  office  of  the  innuendo  as  employed  prior  to 
the  Code,  consult  Mott  v.  Oomstoek,  7  Cow.  V^A\  Id.  (VSR\  Tyler  v. 
Tlllotson.  2  Hin,  507:  Butler  v.  Wood.  10  How.  Pr.  222;  Tillotson 
T.  Cheatham,  3  Johns.  56;  3  Am.  Dee.  459;  Van  A^'echten  v.  Hopkins, 
5  Johns.  211;  4  Am.  Dec.  339;  Lindsey  v.  Smith,  7  Johns.  359; 

110 
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of  the  words,  insinuated  and  meant  to  be  understood  by  the 
hearers  as  charging  the  plaintiff  with  the  crime  imputed.** 
But  if  the  words  are  unambiguous^  such  averment  is  unneces- 
sary .^^  And  where  the  innuendo  extends  the  meajiing,  ttie 
excess  in  meaning  may  be  disregarded.^^ 

I  1788.  Tenor,  import,  and  efftet.  It  is  bad  pleading  to  ayer 
in  the  complaint  that  defendant  uttered  "certain  false  and 
defamatory  words  and  statements,  of  the  following  tenor  and 
import,  and  to  the  following  effect;  that  is  to  say,"  etc.,  though 
an  allegation  of  their  "  substance  *'  might  be  sufficient.** 

I  1789.  What  words  are  actionable.  Although  words  spoken 
of  a  party  do  not  necessarily  import  anything  injurious  in 
themselves,  yet  they  may  when  taJcen  in  connection  with  other 
charges  made  against  the  party  at  the  same  time.  The  wh<4& 
being  spoken  of  the  party  ^iB  a  merchant,  and  with  intent  to 
affect  his  credit,  have  a  very  different  meaning  from  their 
ordinary  one,  and  so  taken  may  sustain  an  action.*^ 

I  1740.  Words  of  disgrace.  Mere  words  of  disgrace^  unless 
written  and  published,  are  not  actionable.^® 

§  1741.  Words  not  per  so  slanderous.  In  actions  of  slander 
for  words  not  in  themselves  actionable,  the  right  to  recover 
depends  upon  the  question  whether  they  caused  special  dam- 
age, and  the  special  damage  must  be  fully  and  accurately 
stated.211 

Vaugrhan  v.  Havens,  8  id.  109;  5  Am.  Dec.  281;  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5 
Sandf.  54;  Andrews  v.  Woodmansee,  15  Wend.  232;  CorneliuB  ▼. 
Van  Slyck,  21  id.  70;  Oroewell  v.  Weed,  25  id.  021;  see  |  1689,  ante. 
208  Rundell  v.  Butler,  7  Barb.  260. 

206  Walrath  v.  XeUls,  17  How.  Pr.  72.  The  actionable  words  beini? 
In  the  vemaoular  of  the  place  of  publication,  and  unambli^ouaL 
an  allegation  that  they  were  understood  by  the  persons  who  heard 
them  to  have  been  applied  to  the  plaintiflT  is  unnecessary.  Rhodes 
V.  Naplee,  66  Cal.  677. 

207  Carroll  v.  White,  3a  Barb.  615;  Weed  v.  Bibblns,  32  Id.  315w 

208  Forsyth  v.  Edmiston,  2  Abb.  Pr.  430;  Maitland  v.  Goldney.  2 
East  426:  Cook  v.  Oox,  3  Man.  &  Sel.  110.  As  to  the  former  rales 
of  pleading  and  evidence  in  actions  of  slander,  and  their  operation, 
see  Blsboy  v.  Shaw,  12  N.  Y.  67. 

209  Beardsley  v.  Tappan,  1  Blatchf.  588. 

210  Johnson  v.  Brown,  4  Cranch  C.  0.  235. 

211  T.lnden  v.  Graham,  1  Piier.  f^72:  Hallock  t.  Hlller.  2  Barb.  680; 
Evans  v.  Harries,  1  Hurlst.  &  N.  251;  Hartley  v.  Herring,  8  T.  B» 
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§  1748.  For  slander  respeetiiig  plaixitilf' a  trade. 

Form  No.  433. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  the  commisBion  of  the  grievances  here- 
inafter mentianed,  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  businesB  as 
merchant  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  and  had  always  maintained 
a  good  reputation  and  credit  as  such  [merchant]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . .,  the 

4lef  endanty  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  a  number  of  persons, 
maliciously,  and  with  intent  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that  the 
plaintiff  kept  false  and  fraudulent  books  of  account  in  his  said 
business^  published  the  following  words  concerning  this  plain- 
tiff, and  concerning  his  said  bui^ness:  "  He  keeps  false  accounts, 
and  I  can  prove  it"  [or  state  the  words  complained  of]. 

III.  That  the  said  words  were  false. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  of  said  words,  a  number  of  persons, 
and  in  particular  [name  the  persons  referred  to],  who  had  there- 
tofore been  accustomed  to  deal  with  the  plaintiff  in  his  business 
aforesaid,  ceased  to  deal  with  him,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby 
deprived  of  their  custom,  and  of  the  profits  which  he  would 
otherwise  have  made  by  a  continuance  of  such  dealing,  and 

was  otherwise  injured  in  his  reputation,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1748.  Clerk  or  tradesman.  In  an  action  for  slander, 
where  words  are  charged  to  have  been  spoken  of  and  concern- 
ing a  defendant,  as  a  clerk  or  tradesman,  which,  it  is  alleged, 
was  his  profession,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  special  damage.^^^ 

§  1744.  Blehoneety.  Imputations  charging  dishonesty  against 
an  individual  in  connection  with  his  business  are  slanderous 
per  se.^^ 

130;  Harrison  v.  Penrce,  F.  &  F.  567;  see  §$  1715,  1731.  ante.  Where 
the  words  spoken  were  not  actionable  per  se,  and  the  complaint 
alleges  extraneous  facts  showing  their  slanderous  meaning,  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  such  extraneous  facts,  and  the  defendant  may- 
give  evidence  to  the  contrary  under  a  general  denial.  Nldever  v. 
Hall,  67  Oal.  79. 

212  Butler  V.  Howes,  7  Cal.  87;  fi  1715,  ante. 

218  Fowles  V.  Bowen,  30  N.  Y.  20;  Morasse  v.  Brochu,  151  Mass. 
567;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  474;  Gribble  v.  Pioneer  Press  Co.,  34  Minn. 
342. 
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§  1745.  Ignorance  and  want  of  skill.  Imputations  of  grosft 
ignorance  and  want  of  skill  in  his  profession,  as  against  a 
physician^  are  libelous.^* 

I  1746.  Inaolvency.  An  imputation  of  insolvency  against  a 
petty  trader  is  actionable.**^ 

§  1747.  Mechanical  trade.  Words  imputing  to  a  mechanic 
want  of  skill  or  knowledge  in  his  craft,  are  actionable,  per  se, 
if  they  are  clearly  shown  to  have  been  spoken  with  reference 
to  the  plaintiff's  occupation,  and  the  employment  is  one  re- 
quiring peculiar  knowledge  and  skill.^* 

§  1748.  Physician.  Where  words  are  actionable  only  because 
spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  or  profession,  averments 
by  way  of  inducement  and  colloquium  should  be  inserted.  If 
a  physician  brings  an  action  for  the  speaking  of  words  which 
are  disgraceful  to  him  in  his  profession,  he  must  aver  in  his 
complaint  that  he  was  a  practicing  physician  at  the  time  the 
words  were  uttered,  and  that  they  were  spoken  of  and  concern- 
ing him  in  his  profession;  otherwise  it  is  demurrable.**' 

I  1740.  Special  damages.  In  an  action  for  slander  for  words 
spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  or  business,  with  a  general 
allegation  of  loss  of  business,  the  jury  may  assess  damages  for 
a  general  loss  or  decrease  of  trade.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
customers  so  lost  should  be  named.***  The  loss  of  a  customer 
is  special  damage,  although  if  the  dealing  had  taken  place  the 
plaintiff  would  have  lost  by  it.**® 

2i4  8€cor  V.  Harris,  18  Barb.  425;  OarroU  v.  White,  3S  id.  615; 
Cruikshank  v.  Gordon,  118  N.  Y.  178. 
2i«rcarpenter  v.  Dennis,  3  Sandf.  305. 

216  Fitzgerald  v.  Redfield,  51  Barb.  484;  S.  C;,  36  How.  Pr.  97. 

217  Carroll  v.  White,  33  Barb.  615. 

218  Mayne  on  Damafirea,  278,  .^17;  2  Phlll.  Bv.  248;  Feise  v.  Iiind«»r. 
3  Bos.  &  Pul.  372;  Tobias  v.  Harland.  4  Wend.  537;  Haliook  ▼.  Mitter, 
2  Barb.  030;  see  §  ir»82.  ante. 

21*  Stoi^y  V.  Challands.  8  Car.  &  P.  234.  For  cases  on  the  subject 
of  averring  special  damages  in  actions  of  slander,  soe  Haltock  v. 
Miller,  2  Barb.  G30:  Keenholts  v.  Becker,  3  Den.  346;  Beach  v. 
Rannoy.  2  Hill.  300:  Herrick  v.  Lapham,  10  Johns.  281;  Olmstead 
V.  Miller,  1  Wend.  506;  Sewall  v.  Catlln,  3  id.  291:  Wliiiams  v.  HalU 
19  id.  305;  Shiptnan  v.  Burrows,  1  ITall.  390:  Harconrt  v.  Harrison. 
Id.  474;  Ledlie  v.  Warren.  17  Mont.  150.  For  averment  of  special 
damages,  see  Turner  v.  Foxhall,  2  Cranch  C.  G.  324. 
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§  1750.  Special  aTerment  —  discharge  from  employ. 

Form  No.  436. 

That  by  reason,  etc.^  one  A,.  B.,  who  had  theretofore  retained 

plaintiff  in  the  capacity  of   ,  for  , 

afterwards^  on ,  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  his 

employ. 

i  1761.  Special  averment  —  refusal  to  deal. 

Form  No.  437. 

That  by  reason  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by 
the  defendant^  E.  F.,  G.  H.   [etc.,  who  had  theretofore  dealt 

with  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  of  a ,  by  him  then 

and  since  carried  on],  afterwards  declined  to  have  any  dealings 
with  the  plaintiff. 

§  175S.  Special  averment  —  refusal  to  employ. 

Form  No.  438. 

That  by  reason  of  said  slander,  one  E.  F.,  who  before  was 
abont  to  employ,  and  would  have  employed  the  plaintiff  as  his 
servant  for  certain  wages,  afterwards,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  refused  to  employ  the  plaintiff  in  his  service; 
and  the  plaintiff  from  thence  rei]|ained  out  of  employment  for 
months. 

§  1753.  Special  averment  —  refusal  to  retain  in  employ. 

Form  No.  439. 

That by  reason  [etc.],  one ,  who 

otherwise  would  have  retained  the  plaintiff  in  the  capacity  of 

,  in  his  business  of    ,   for  wages, 

afterwards  declined  so  to  do;  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  [etc.], 
which  would  otherwise  have  accrued  to  him  [etc.]. 

I  1754.  Special  averment  —  refusal  to  sell. 

Form  No.  440. 

That  by  reason  [etc.],  one  A.  B.,  who  would  otherwise  have 
sold  to  the  plaintiff  certain  goods,  to-wit  [mention  goods],  on 
credit,  afterwards  refused  so  to  do;  whereby,  etc. 

i  1755.  For  slander  —  charging  a  criminal  offense. 

Form  No.  441. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  grievances  here- 
inafter mentioned,  the  plaintiff  siistainerl  a  ^ood  name  and 
character  among  his  neighbors  and  acquaintances,  for  moral 
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worth  and  integrity,  and  was  never  suspected  of  the  crime  of 
forgery. 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

defendant^  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  a  number  of  persons, 
spoke  the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff:  '^  He  is  a 
forger.'* 

III.  That  the  said  words  were  false. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  of  the  said  speaking  of  said  words 
the  plaintiS  has  been  greatly  injured  in  his  good  name  and 
reputation,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  1756»  Actionable  language.  When  language  imputes  a 
charge  which,  if  true,  will  subject  the  party  charged  to  an. 
indictment  for  a  crime  involving  moral  turpitude,  or  subject 
him  to  an  infamous  punishment,  it  is  actionable  per  se?^ 
And  this  rule  has  been  followed  in  most  of  the  states.^*^  In 
some  of  the  states,  it  seems  that  all  oral  language  which  im- 
putes an.  indictable  offense,  or  an  offense  punishable  at  law,  is 
actionable  per  sef^  or  an  indictable  offense.*®  While  in  some 
other  states,  to  be  actionable  4hey  must  impute  not  only  an 
indictable  offense,  but  such  for  which  corporal  punishment 
may  be  inflicted  as  the  inmiediate  penalty.*^  Words  which 
impute  trespass,  assault,  battery,  and  the  like  are  not  actionable 
per  se,  and  yet  those  offenses  are  punishable  by  indictment*"^ 

220  Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  152L 

221  See  Brooker  v.  Coffin,  5  Johns.  188;  4  Am.  Dec.  337;  Young  t. 
Miller,  3  Hill,  22;  see,  also,  Wright  y.  Paige,  36  Barb.  438;  Van 
Nees  y.  Hamilton,  19  Johns.  367;  9  Wend.  141;  23  Conn.  585;  Andres 
y.  Koppenheafer,  3  Serg.  &  R.  255;  8  Am.  Dec.  617;  Todd  y.  Rough, 
10  Serg.  &  B.  18;  McOaen  y.  Ludlum,  2  Harrison  (N.  J.).  12;  Johnson 
y.  Shields,  1  Dutcher,  116;  Gage  y.  Shelton,  3  Rich.  212  (S.  C.  L.  R.>; 
Kinney  v.  Hoeea,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  77;  Johnston  v.  Morrow.  9  Porter 
(Ala.),  521;  Tkylor  y.  Kneeland,  1  Dong.  (Mich.)  67;  21  Penn.  St. 
522;  Billings  y.  Wing,  7  Vt.  439;  1  Am.  Lead.  Oas.  113,  3d  ed. 

222  Poe  y.  Greyer.  3  Sneed,  666;  Dunnell  y.  Fiske,  11  Mete.  551; 
Edgerly  y.  Swain,  32  N.  H.  481;  Tenney  v.  CHement,  10  id.  57;  Noyes 
y.  Hall,  62  id.  594;  De  Pew  y.  Robinson,  95  Ind.  109;  Posnett  ▼. 
Marble,  62  Vt  481;  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  126;  Klewin  y.  Branman,  5a 
Wis.  244. 

228  Kinney  y.  Hoeea,  3  Harr.  77. 

224  Birch  y.  Benton,  26  Mo.  153;  BiUings  y.  Wing,  7  Vt  439. 
226  Smith  y.  Smith,  2  Sneed,  478;  Dudley  y.  Horn,  21  Ala.  379; 
BiUingp  y.  Wing,  7  Vt  439. 
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I  1767.  Words  subjeetiiig  plaintifC  to  criminal    pro«ecutiozi. 
Words  imputing  to  plaintiff  an  act  subjecting  him  to  a  criminal 
prosecution^  must  also  impute  moral  turpitude^  or  something 
infamous  or  disgraceful^  detracting  from  the  character  of  the 
offender  as  a  man  of  good  monds.^^ 

I  1758.  For  slander  —  worda  directly  charging  a  criminal 
offenae — seTeral  causes  of  action. 

Form  No.  442. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

y  the  defendant^  in  a  certain  discourse  which  he 

had  with  one  A.  B.,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  per- 
sonSy  spoke  the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff  [set 
forth  the  words]. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

y  the  defendant,  in  a  certain  other  discourse  which 

he  then  had  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  other  per- 
sons, spoke  concerning  the  plaintiff  the  following  other  words 
[set  forth  the  words]. 

ni.  That  all  said  words  were  false  and  defamatory. 
lY.  That  in  consequence  of  the  said  speaking  of  said  words, 
etc. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1759.  Words  charging  offenses.  Words  charging  a  burn- 
ing amounting  to  arson^  whether  by  common  law  or  by  statute, 
are  actionable.  So  of  a  general  charge  of  forgery.  So  of  a 
general  charge  of  being  a  murderer.  So  of  a  general  charge 
of  being  a  thief.  So  of  a  charge  of  larceny,  or  a  taking  anitna 
furandi  the  personal  property  of  another.  Or  imputations 
charging  a  person  with  being  a  receiver  of  stolen  goods.^*'    So 

228  Qulnn  V.  O'Gara,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  388;  Pike  v.  Van  Wormer,  5 
How.  Pr.  171;  Dlas  v.  Short,  16  id.  322;  Weed  v.  Blbblns,  82  Barb. 
315.  Spoken  words  in  order  to  be  defamatory  of  one  in  respect  to 
his  public  office  need  not  import  a  charge  of  crime.  Sillars  v.  Col- 
lier, 151  Mass.  50. 

227  Dias  V.  Short,  16  How.  Pr.  322.  As  to  the  imputation  of  steal- 
ing goods,  when  and  where  not  slanderous  per  se,  and  to  what  extent, 
see  Coleman  v.  Playsted,  36  Barb.  26;  Maybee  v.  Flsk,  42  id.  326; 
Stumer  v.  Pitchman,  124  111.  250;  Frolich  v.  McKieman,  84  OaL  177. 
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of  a  direct  charge  of  perjury .^^  So  of  an  imputatioii  of  willful 
perjury  in  a  Buit  pending.**^ 

i  1700,  Slander  —  for  words  directly  chargls^  perjury. 

Form  No,  443. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  a  certain  discourse  which  ha 

then  had  concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  divers  persons^  spoke  and  published  concerning  the  plaintiff 
the  words  following:  "  You  perjured  yourself." 

II.  That  said  words  were  false. 

ni.  That  in  consequence  of  the  said  words  the  plaintiff  ia 
greatly  injured  in  his  good  name  and  reputation,  and  has  been 
rendered   liable   to   prosecution  for   perjury,  to    his   damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1761.  Oonatmction  of  words.  In  an  action  for  slander,  in 
charging  the  plaintiff  with  perjury,  if  it  appears  that  the  words 
used  to  express  the  charge  are  such,  in  the  sense  in  which  they 
would  naturally  be  understood,  as  to  convey  to  the  minds  of 
those  to  whom  they  are  addressed  the  impression  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  committed  perjury,  and  that  the  defendant  intended 
to  be  so  understood  by  those  who  heard  him,  such  words  will 
of  themselves  warrant  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  in  case  the 
jury  find  that  they  were  uttered  with  the  intention  above  stated, 
and  were  so  understood;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  addi- 
tional evidence  that  the  suit  was  in  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, or  that  the  plaintiff  swore  falsely,  with  a  corrupt 
intent.^*^ 


See  Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  166  et  seq.,  and  the 
there  cited;  Wilbur  v.  Ostrom,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  275:  Gudger  v.  Pen- 
land,  108  N.  a  503;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  73. 

229  Walrath  v.  Nellis.  17  How.  Pr.  72;  Baker  v.  Williams,  12  Barb. 
527.  It  is  not  necessary  upon  a  charge  of  slander,  falsely  accusing 
the  plaintiff  of  setting  fire  to  a  warehouse,  to  allege  that  the  ware- 
house was  consumed  or  destroyed  by  the  fire.  Clugston  y.  Garret- 
son,  103  Cal.  441. 

230  Kern  v.  Towsley,  51  Barb.  385.  Where  the  complaint  aven 
with  sufficient  certainty  that  the  defendant  charged  the  plaintiff 
with  having  sworn  to  a  lio  when  examined  as  a  witness  in  a  cer- 
tain criminal  court  at  a  certain  term  against  certain  persons,  the 
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§  1762.  Perjury  in  another  state.  In  a  declaration  for 
slander,  in  charging  the  plaintiff  with  perjury  in  another  state, 
it  must  be  averred  that  by  the  laws  of  such  other  state,  perjury 
is  an  offense  to  which  is  annexed  an  infamous  punishment.^^ 

I  1763.  Slander  —  for  worda  charging^  perjury  and  containing 
special  inducements. 

Form  No.  444. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  a  certain  action  was  pending  before  A.  B.,  a 

justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  , 

wherein  C.  D.  was  plaintiff  and  E.  F,  was  defendant,  and  in 
which  suit  the  plaintiff  was  duly  sworn  before  the  said  justice, 
and  gave  his  evidence  as  a  witness,  on  the  trial  of  said  action, 
and  testified  that  he  "  did  not  know  that  one  M.  had  run  away;  " 
the  fact  whether  the  said  M.  had  run  away  or  not  being  material 
in  said  action. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  a  discourse  which  he  had  in 

the  presence  and  hearing  of  sundry  persons,  spoke  and  pub- 
lished of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  and  concerning  the  said 
trial  and  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness  in  relation  to 
said  M.,  the  false  and  scandalous  words  following:  "  He  swore 

to  a  lie  at ,  in  the  suit  between  C.  D.  and  E.  F.; 

he  said  he  did  not  know  that  M.  had  run  away,  and  it  was  a 
lie  for  he  did  know  it:"  meaning  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
trial  of  the  action  aforesaid,  had,  as  a  witness,  sworn  falsely, 
and  committed  willful  and  corrupt  perjury. 

m.  That  in  consequence  of  said  speaMng  of  said  words,  etc. 
[as  in  preceding  form]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

"Where  a  complaint  in  slander  alleges  that  the  slanderous 
words  were  spoken  in  -a  judicial  proceeding,  the  fact  alone  that 

appellate  ooiu't  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  court-  mentioned, 
and  that  It  had  jurisdiction.  Gudger  v.  PeiUand,  108  N.  C.  503;  23 
Am.  St.  Rep.  73. 

231  Sparrow  v.  Maynard,  8  .Tones  L.  (N.  O.)  195.  As  to  the  charsre 
of  false  swoarlnpr,  and  the  extent  of  the  responsibility  of  the  de- 
fendant, see  Wilbur  v.  Ostrum,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  275;  Nlssen  v. 
Cramer,  104  X.  C.  574;  Davis  v.  Davis,  87  Tenn.  200;  Weil  y.  Israel, 
42  Lr.  Ann.  955. 
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the  slanderer  waa  proaeeutor  in  such  proceeding  ie  no  absolute 
or  presumptive  protection  against  his  liability.^^  The  com- 
plaint need  not  set  forth  the  language  or  substance  of  the 
testimony  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness  at  a  trials  and 
referred  to  by  the  defendant  as  constituting  false  swearing, 
unless  the  latter,  when  uttering  the  slanderous  word&y  specified 
what  the  plaintiff  did  swear^  or  in  what  particulars  his  iesti* 
mony  was  false.*** 

382  Oudger  v.  Penland,  108  N.  O.  698;  2&  Am.  St  Bh>.  73. 
288  Id. 


CHAPTER  IV.  ; 

MALICIOUS  FBOSECUTION. 

I  17M.  Oonunon  form. 

Form  No.  445. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . .,  at 

,  the  defendant  obtained  a  wajrrant  for  the  arrest 

of  this  plaintiff  from   [a  police  justice  of  the 

said  city,  or  as  the  case  may  be],  on  a  charge  of , 

and  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  thereon,  and    imprisoned    for 

days  [or  hours],  and  gave  bail  in  the  sum  of 

dollars  to  obtain  his  release. 

II.  That  in  so  doing  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause. 

Til.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the 

said  justice  dismissed  the  complaint  of  the  defendant,  and  ac- 
quitted the  plaintiff  [or,  the  grand  jury  of  the  county  of 
ignored  the  bill  against  the  plaintiff,  or  other- 
wise show  a  termination  favorable  to  him]. 

IV.  That  many  persons,  whose  names  are.  unknown  to  the 
plaintiff,  hearing  of  the  said  arrest,  and  supposing  the  plaintiff 
to  be  a  criminal,  have  ceased  to  do  business  with  him  [or  that 
in  consequence  of  the  said  arrest,  the  plaintiff  lost  his  situation 
as  clerk  to  one  A.  B.],  and  hds  been  otherwise  injured  in  his 
good  name  and  reputation,  and  whereby  and  by  means  whereof 

he  hath  sustained  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1766.  Causes  of  action  not  assignable.  Causes  of  action 
arising  out  of  personal  torts  which  do  not  survive  to  the 
personal    repiesentati^iw    of    a    party,    are    not    assignable.^ 

1  Zabrlflkle  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y.  322;  04  Am.  Dec.  551:  36  Barb.  270; 
Hoyt  V.  Thompson,  5  N.  Y.  347;  Boyd  v.  Blankman,  29  Cal.  19:  87 
Am.  Dec.  140:  Comejrys  v.  Vasse,  1  Pet.  193:  Sanborn  v.  Doe,  92 
Cal.  152;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  101;  Murray  v.  Buell,  76  Wis.  657;  20  Am. 
St.  Rep.  92;  Averill  v.  Longfellow,  66  Me.  237.    Otherwise  In  Iowa. 
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So  a  cause  of  action  for  a  malicious  prosecutiou  ia  not 
assignable.^ 

1  1766.  Conspiracy.  When  two, or  more  persons  are  sued  for 
a  joint  wrong  done,  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  a  previous 
combination  between  them  in  order  to  secure  a  joint  recovery; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  this  previous  combination  in  the 
complaint,  and  if  averred,  it  is  not  to  be  considered  as  of  the 
gist  of  the  action."  An  allegation  that  the  defendants  have 
fraudulently  confederated  and  conspired  together  for  the  pur- 
pose of  harassing  the  plaintiff,  by  prosecuting  separate  suits 
against  him  for  the  same  cause,  and  that  such  siiits  have  been 
commenced  and  are  prosecuted  in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy, 
is  not  sufRcient  to  sustain  an  action  or  uphold  an  injunction, 
when  the  defendants  claim  adversely  to  each  other,  as  well 
as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  no  direct  fraud  is  charged;  the  plaintiff 
merely  averring  his  belief  of  such  conspiracy,  because  the  de- 
fendants have  brought  separate  actions  for  the  same  cause,  and 
by  the  same  attorney.  Fraud  in  such  a  case  is  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed; and  the  conspiracy  should  be  distinctly  averred.* 

§  1767.  Conspiracy,  aTorments  in  action  of.  In  an  action  for 
a  conspiracy  the  rule  is  to  allow  a  great  latitude  in  setting  out 
in  the  complaint  the  particular  acts  from  which  the  conspiracy 
is  to  be  inferred,  even  so  far  as  to  allow  the  individual  acts 
of  the  conspirators  to  be  averred.*  So  far  as  the  allegations 
of  such  acts  are  scandalous,  they  should  be  stricken  out,  unless 
they  appear  to  relate  to  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  action.® 

See  Vimont  v.  Railroad  Co.,  (H  Iowa,  513.  Actions  for  malicious 
prosecutions  are  not  favored  in  law.  thouf?h  upheld  when  the  proper 
elements  of  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause  are  shown.  Bail 
V.  Rawles,  93  Cal.  222;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  174. 

2  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  Cal.  173, 
SHerron  v.  Hughes,  25  Oal.  .560. 

♦  McHenry  v.  Hazard,  45  Barb.  657. 
c  Mussina  v.  Clark,  18  Abb.  Pr.  188. 

•  Id.  In  an  action  char^in^  the  defendant  with  a  conspiracy  to 
prosecute  the  plaintiff  for  a  crime,  and  a  malicious  prosecution  in 
pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  the  alleged  malicious  prosecution  is 
the  pist  of  the  action.  Taylor  v.  Bldwell,  65  Cal.  480.  A  complaint 
for  malicious  prosecution  apalnst  two  defendants  alleprin^  that  they 
Jointly  "procured  the  arrest  of  plaintiff  on  a  false  charge."  an'l 
"  that  in  procuring?  the  arrest  and  prosecution  of  the  plaintiff  the 
defendants  acted  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause."  sufR- 
clently  charges  a  joint  responsibility,   although  other  allegations 
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S  1768.  Conviction.  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  convicted 
by  a  jury  is  conclusive;  and  if  apparent  in  the  complaint  will 
be  fatal  to  the  suit  for  damages.'^  Nor  will  a  reversal  for  error 
of  law  prevent  the  application  of  the  rule.  The  only  exception 
is  when  fraud  in  obtaining  a  conviction,  by  means  which  pre- 
vented the  plaintiff  from  setting  up  liis  defense,  is  set  up  and 
proved.  In  a  complaint  of  this  nature,  an  averment  of  matter 
tending  to  show  the  defendant's  motive  was  held  not  to  be 
irrelevant.**  Nor  does  suffering  default  have  this  effect  where 
probable  cause  existed  at  the  first.® 

§  1769.  Corporation.  An  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
will  lie  against  a  corporation  if  it  has  power  to  authorize  the 
act  done,  and  has  done  so.*® 

§  1770.  Damages.  The  jury  are  the  proper  judges  of  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  allowed  in  actions  for  malicious  prose- 
cution.** Evidence  of  the  general  bad  reputation  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  admissible  in  reduction  of  damages.** 

§  1771.  Defective  complaint.  In  an  action  for  malicious  is- 
suing and  prosecution  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  a  defect,  if  any, 
in  the  complaint,  in  not  alleging  that  it  was  issued  without 
probable  cause,  and  stating  instead  that  it  was  issued  out  of 

show  that  one  defendant  only  swore  to  the  complaint  to  obtain  the 
warrant  for  the  plaintiff's  arrest  and  prosecution.  Jonee  v.  Jenkins, 
3  Wash.  St.  17. 

7  Miller  v.  Deere,  2  Abb.  Pr.  1. 

sBrockleman  v.  Brandt,  10  Abb.  Pr.  141;  see  Boogher  v.  Hough, 
99  Mo.  183. 

•  Gordon  v.  Upham,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  9. 

lOBance  v.  Erie  Railway  Co.,  32  N.  J.  L.  334;  90  Am.  Dec.  066; 
Hussey  t.  Railroad  Co.,  98  N.  Q  34;  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  312;  'Williams 
V.  Insurance  Co.,  57  Miss.  759;  34  Am.  Rep.  494;  Carter  v.  Howe 
Machine  Go.,  51  Md.  290;  34  Am.  Rep.  311.  See  Assault  and  Bat- 
tery. That  a  corporation  is  not  liable  to  such  an  action,  but  may 
be  sued  in  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  See  Owlsley  v.  Mont- 
gomery R.  R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560. 

11  Qhapman  v.  Dodd,  10  Minn.  350.  Injury  to  the  plaintifTs  feel- 
ings, caused  by  the  arrest,  may  be  proved  under  the  general  allegar 
tion  of  damages,  and  need  not  be  specially  pleaded.  Shatto  t. 
Crocker,  87  Cal.  629;  Jackson  v.  Bell,  5  S.  Dak.  257. 

i2Fltzgibbon  t.  Brown,  43  Me.  169;  see,  also,  White  v.  Tucker^ 
16  Ohio  St.  468. 
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wantonness^  is  cured  by  verdict  when  the  defect  was  not  pointed 
out." 

f  1772.  EMential  aTerments.  In  an  action  for  malicious 
prosecution  the  plaintiff  must  aver  and  must  prove  an  entire 
want  of  probable  cause  of  the  accusation,  and  actual  malice  of 
the  defendant  in  preferring  it;  that  is,  malice  in  fact,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  malice  in  law.^^  Both  malice  and  want  of 
probable  cause  are  essential,  and  must  be  stated  and  proved; 
also,  that  the  prosecution  is  at  an  end,  and  how  it  was  con- 
cluded.*'* An  averment  that  the  prosecution  was  without  prob- 
able cause  is  indispensable,  and  its  omission  fatal,*^  the  want 
of  probable  cause  being  the  primary  question  in  such  actions.*^ 
For,  though  malicious,  the  defendant  is  not  liable  unless  there 
be  a  want  of  probable  cause.*®  The  necessity  of  the  concur- 
rence of  all  three  of  the  above  elements,  i,  e.,  want  of  probable 
cause,  malice  in  fact,  and  actual  determination  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  maintained  in  numerous  cases.*^ 

15  Levey  v.  Fargo,  1  Nev.  415.  Where  the  complaint  in  an  action 
for  damages  for  a  malicious  attachment  upon  a  debt  that  had  been 
paid  before  the  attachment  suit  was  commenced  alleges  that  judg- 
ment was  rendered  and  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  the 
attachment  suit,  such  allegatton  is  sufficient  and  it  is  unnecessary 
to  allege  further  that  the  Judgment  was  in  full  force  and  effect,  and 
not  vacated,  set  aside,  reversed,  or  appealed  from.  Garter  v.  Paige, 
80  Cal.  390.  A  complaint  in  an  action  for  malicious  attachment 
that  does  not  allege  the  want  of  probable  cause  is  fatally  insufficient. 
Wltascheck  v.  Glass,  46  Mo.  App.  209;  Moody  v.  Deutsch,  85  Mo. 
237;  and  see  >fitchell  v.  Silver  Lake  Lodge,  29  Oreg.  29i. 

i4Bulkeley  v.  Smith,  2  Duer,  261;  Besson  v.  Southard,  10  N.  Y. 
236. 

16  Brown  v.  Ohadsey,  39  Barb.  253;  Hull  v.  Vreeland,  42  Id.  543; 
S.  O.,  18  Abb.  Pr.  182;  McKown  v.  Hunter,  30  N.  Y.  iS25;  Ritter  v. 
Ewing,  174  Penn.  St.  341;  Porter  v.  Johnson,  96  Ga.  145. 

16  Lohrflnk  v.  Still.  10  Md.  530. 

17  Grant  v.  Moore,  29  Cal.  644;  Duncan  v.  Griswold,  92  Ky.  546. 

18  Payson  v.  Oaswell,  9  Shepley,  212;  Wood  v.  Weir,  5  B.  Mon.  544; 
Leldig  V.  Bawson,  1  Scam.  272;  29  Am.  Dec.  354. 

isvanderbilt  v.  Mathis,  5  Duer,  304;  see,  also,  as  to  pleading, 
Davis  V.  Glough,  8  N.  H.  157;  Weinberger  v.  Shelly,  6  Watts  &  Serg. 
336;  Horton  v.  Smeltzer,  5  Blackf.  428;  Cole  v.  Hanks,  3  Mon.  208; 
see,  also,  Richardson  v.  Virtue,  2  Hun,  208:  Brown  v.  WiUoughby. 
5  Col.  1;  Anderson  v.  How.  116  N.  Y.  336;  Boeger  v.  Langenbersr. 
97  Mo.  390;  10  Am.  St  Rep.  322;  Ball  v.  Rawles,  93  Cal.  222;  27  Am. 
St.  Rep.  174. 
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t  1773.  Pacts  only  must  be  allee^  In  an  action  for  ma- 
liciouB  proeecution^  only  the  substantial  matter  constituting  the 
action  —  that  is^  facts^  and  not  the  evidence  of  facts  —  need 
be  set  out.^  The  point  of  inquiry  in  such  an  action  is  whether 
there  was  in  fact  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution^  and  not 
whether  the.  defendant  had  probable  cause  to  believe  there  was.^^ 

f  1774.  Oist  of  action.  The  action  lies  against  several  de- 
fendants, and  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  malicious  prosecu- 
iion.« 

f  1776.  Indebtedness.  The  averment  of  no  indebtedness 
may  be  omitted^  and  a  suit  maintained  for  maliciously  suiAg 
out  an  attachment.* 

f  1776.  Joint  agency,  allegation  of.  In  a  suit  against  three 
defendants  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  complaint  averred 
that  "  defendants,  contriving  and  maliciously  intending  to  in- 
jure the  plaintiff,"  etc.,  falsely,  maliciously,  and  without  prob- 
able Cause,  procured  him  to  be  indicted  for  murder,  it  was  held 
that  the  complaint  sufficiently  avers  a  joint  agency  on  the  part 
of  defendants  in  instituting  the  prosecution.^ 

f  1777.  Malice.  Malice  and  falsehood  .are  essential  ingre- 
dients in  an  action  for  malicious  proeecution.*  Malice,  as  well 
as  want  of  probable  cause,  is  necessary  to  sustain  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution.*  Malice,  in  its  legal  sense,  means  a 
wrongful  act,  done  intentionally,  without  just  cause  or  excuse.*' 

ao  Dreux  v.  DcMnec,  18  Oal.  88. 

21  Hickman  ^y.  Griffin,  6  Mo.  87;  84  Am.  Dec.  124. 

» Dreux  v.  Domec.  18  Oal  88;  Taylor  v.  Bidwell  65  Oal.  48^. 
Where  wrong  and  injury  is  done  by  a  mallclouB  suit,  it  is  held  to 
be  immaterial,  upon  principle,  whether  the  court  had  Jurisdiction 
or  not  to  entertain  such  suit,  in  ordw  to  recover  for  the  malicious 
prosecution.    Autcliff  v.  June,  81  Mich.  477;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  533. 

M  Temlinson  v.  Warner,  9  Ohio,  103. 

w  Dreux  v.  Domec,  18  Cal.  88.    . 

fis  Piatt  y.  Nilee,  1  Edm.  230;  Smith  v.  Insurance  Oo.,  107  Oal.  432. 

MRlney  v.  Vanlandin^ham,  9  Mo.  807;  Frissell  v.  Keife.  id.  849; 
Emerson  v.  Cochran.  Ill  Penn.  St.  619;  Lavender  y.  Hudgens,  82 
Ark.  763;  Coleman  v.  Allen,  79  Ga.  637;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  449. 

27Maynard  v.  F.  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  34  Oal.  48;  91  Am.  Dec.  672. 
Malice  means  that  the  wrongdoer  not  only  intended  to  do  the  act 
which  is  ascertained  to  be  wrongful,  but  that  he  knew  it  was  wrong- 
ful when  he  did  it.    Witascheck  v.  Glass,  46  Mo.  App.  209. 
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Malice  caa  not  be  presumed  in  a  prosecution  where  the  defend- 
ant has  incuri'ed  ail  the  moral  guilt  of  the  charge,  although  he 
may  have  evaded  the  penalty  of  the  law.^  Malice,  like  fnuid, 
is  to  be  inferred  from  facts  and  circumstances.^  A  petition 
which  omits  to  state  that  the  prosecution  was  malicious,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  acquitted,  is  insuificient.^  Public  policy 
and  security  require  that  prosecutors  should  be  protected  by 
the  law  from  civil  liabilities,  except  in  those  cases  where  tlie 
two  elements  of  malice  in  the  prosecutor  and  want  of  probable 
cause  for  the  prosecution  both  occur.^^  If  one  person  arrests 
another  for  the  commission  of  a  crime,  under  the  belief  that 
the  person  arrested  has  committed  the  crime,  the  person  mak- 
ing the  arrest  can  not  be  said  to  act  maliciously,  although  he 
may  act  unlawfully.** 

f  1778.  Motive.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the 
complaint  may  aver  matter  tending  to  show  the  defendant's 
motive;  e.  ^.,  a  malicious  publication  by  him  procured  to  be 
made  concerning  the  prosecutor  —  such  as  would  be  proper  to 
prove  at  the  trial  as  showing  special  injury.  Such  averments 
should  not  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  as  the  plaintiff  can  not 
be  deemed  aggrieved  by  them.** 

§  1770.  Probable  cause.  Probable  cause  may  be  defined  as 
a  suspicion,  founded  upon  circumstances  sufficiently  strong  to 
warrant  a  reasonable  man  in  the  belief  that  the  charge  is  tme.*^ 
It  is  a  reasonable  ground  for  suspicion,  supported  by  circum- 
stances sufficiently  strong  in  themselves  to  warrant  a  cautious 
man  in  the  belief  that  the  person  accused  is  guilty  of  the 
offense  charged.^    The  question  of  probable  cause  does  not 

28  Sears  v.  Hathaway,  12  Cnl.  277. 
»  Lyon  v.  Hancock,  35  Cal.  376. 

aOMooney  v.  Kennett,  19  Mo.  561;  Preymai*  v.  McKinney  Bread 
Co..  55  Mo.  App.  435;  OoUlns  v.  Campbell,  18  R.  I.  738. 

81  Potter  V.  Scale,  8  Oal.  217. 

82  Lyon  V.  Hancock,  35  Cal.  372. 

38  Brockleman  v.  Brandt  10  Abb.  Pr.  141. 

34  Potter  V.  Seale,  8  Oal.  217;  HaU  v.  Hawkins,  5  Humph.  357; 
Farls  V.  Starke,  3  B.  Mon.  4;  Payson  v.  Oaswell,  0  Shepley,  212;  Mc- 
Lellan  v.  Cumberland  Bank,  11  id.  566;  4  Dana.  120;  Smith  y.  In- 
surance Co.,  107  Cal.  432. 

35  Ross  V.  Innis,  35  IH.  487;  85  Am.  Dec.  373;  Clement  v.  Major.  1 
Col.  App.  207;  Brown  v.  Willoughby.  5  Col.  1;  McCIaiferty  ▼.  PhQpw 
151  Penn.  St.  8a 
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depend  upon  whether  an  offense  has  been  eommitted,  nor  upon 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused,  but  upon  the  prose- 
cutor's belief  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  made  by  him.  If 
circumstances  are  shown  sufficient  to  warrant  a  cautious  man 
in  the  belief  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  he  makes,  it  is  enougli.^ 
And  from  the  want  of  probable  cause,  malice  may  be  inf erred,^^ 
and  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.^  It  is  a  question  for 
the  court,  but  the  jury  must  decide  upon  the  facts.^ 

f  1780.  Probable  cause,  when  it  exists.  If  the  defendant  had 
a  cause  of  action  in  the  case  alleged,  although  for  a  much  less 
amount  than  claimed,  there  was  probable  cause,  and  the  court 
should  grant  a  nonsuit.**^  So  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
after  trial  on  the  merits  is  sufficient  evidence  of  probable  cause, 
though  subsequently  reversed;  not,  however,  conclusive,  if  im- 
peached for  fraud.*^  Where  two  actions  have  been  abandoned, 
by  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  appear  at  the  adjourned  day,  and 
a  new  action  has  been  commenced  before  another  justice  for 
the  same  demand,  which  is  still  pending,  the  litigation  is  not 
terminated,  ajid  want  of  probable  cause  can  not  be  inferred 
solely  from  the  discontinuance  of  the  former  suits.*^  A  com- 
mittal to  await  the  action  of  the  grand  jury  is  no  conclusive 
evidence  of  probable  cause.** 

f  1781.  Privileged  charges.  As  to  the  remedy  by  action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  for  false  and  malicious  charges  preferred 
in  legal  proceedings  and  deemed  privileged  from  an  action  for 
defamation,  see  the  case  cited  in  the  note.** 

§  1782.  Special  damages.  Expenses  of  counsel,  made  necee- 
sary  by  a  malicious  prosecution,  are  to  be  specially  alleged.*" 

w  Scanlan  v.  Oowley,  2  HUt  489;  see.  also,  Foote  v.  Milbler,  46 
How.  Pr.  38;  Farnam  v.  Feeley,  66  N.  Y.  461;  Carl  v.  Ayers,  53  id.  14. 

37  Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  2  Ool.  App.  76;  Lunaford  v.  Dietrich,  86 
Ala.  250;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  37;  Grant  v.  Moore,  29  Cal.  644. 

88  Grant  v.  Moore,  29  Oal.  644. 

89  Brant  v.  Hlgglns,  10  Mo.  728;  Leahey  y.  March,  155  Penn.  St. 
458. 

40  Grant  y.  Moore,  29  Cal.  644. 

4t  Palmer  v.  Avery,  41  Barfo.  290;  Roes  v.  Hixon,  46  Kan.  560;  26 
Am.  St  Rep.  123. 
42  Palmer  v.  Avery,  41  Barb,  290. 
48  Hanpt  V.  Pohlraan,  16  Abb.  Pr.  301. 
44  Perkins  v.  Mitchell.  31  Barb.  461. 
4B  Strang  v.  Whitehead,  12  Wend.  64. 
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9  1783.  What  must  be  shown.  To  sustain  an  action  for  ma- 
licious prosecution^  the  plaintiff  must  show  affirmatively  that 
the  prosecution  was  malicious^  and  without  probable  cause^  both 
concurring.*® 

f  1784.  When  action  will  lie.  An  action  for  a  maliciouB 
prosecution  will  lie  where  an  affidavit  for  a  search  warrant  ia 
made  before  a  justice,  maliciously,  and  without  probable  cause, 
although  the  magistrate  refuse  to  issue  the  warrant.*^ 

f  1786.  When  action  will  not  lie.  Such  an  action  doee  not 
lie  where  the  alleged  malicious  suit  was  founded  on  a  just 
claim,  although  such  claim  waa  smaller  than  that  for  which 
the  suit  was  brought,  when  it  does  not  appear  that  property 
was  attached  to  a  greater  value  than  the  amount  of  such  claim.^ 

f  1788.  The  same  —  fuller  form. 

Form  No.  446. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  appeared  before ,  a 

justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county  [or  the  police  judge  of  said 
city],  and  charged  the  plaintiff,  before  said  justice,  with  having 

feloniously  stolen  a  certain   ,  of  the  defendant; 

and  procured  said'  justice  to  grant  a  warrant  for  the  arrest 
of  the  plaintiff  upon  said  charge. 

II.  That  in  so  doing,  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause. 

III.  That  the  said  justice  issued  said  warrant  accordingly, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  and  imprisoned  under  the  same 

for [da^ys  or  hours,  and  gave  bail  in  the  sum  of 

dollars  to  obtain  his  release]. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  was  examined  before  the  said  justice  for  the  said 
supposed  crime,  and  the  said  justice  adjudged  him  not  guilty, 
and  fully  acquitted  him  of  the  same;  and  that  since  that  time 

4eOook  V.  Walker,  30  Ga.  519;  Dreyfus  v.  Aul,  29  Neb.  191;  Joiner 
r.  Steamship  Oo.,  86  Ga  238;  Porter  v.  Johnson,  96  id.  145;  Otis  v. 
Sweeney,  48  La.  Ann.  910;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  829. 

47  Miller  V.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127. 

48  Grant  v.  Moore,  29  Cal.  644.  One  can  not  maintain  an  action 
for  the  malicious  proseciitir^n  of  either  a  civil  or  criminal  proceed- 
ing to  which  he  was  not  a  party.    Duncan  v.  Grlswold,  92  Ky.  546. 
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the  defendant  has  not  further  prosecuted  said  complaint^  but 
has  abandoned  the  same. 

V.  That  the  said  charge  and  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  there- 
under were  extensiyely  published  in  several  public  newspapers, 

among  others  the ^  as  the  plaintiff  believeis^  through 

the  procurement  of  the  defendant 

VI.  That  by  means  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  wba  injured 
in  his  person^  and  prevented  from  attending  to  his  business, 

and  paid dollars  costs,  counsel  fees  in  defending 

himself,  and in  obtaining  bail;  and  he^  lost  hia 

situation  as  servant  of ;  and  many  persons,  whose 

names  are  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  hearing  of  the  said  arrest, 
refused  to  employ  him,  and  whereby  also  he  has  been  injured 

in  his  good  n^e  and  reputation,  to  his  damage 

<lollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f   1787.  For  procuring  plaintlfl  to  be  lndicted.48 

Form  No.  447, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  caused  and    procured    the  said 

plaintiff  to  be  indicted  by  the  grand  jury,  then  and  there  im- 
paneled and  sworn  by  the court,  in  and  for  the 

county  of ,  to  inquire  of  crimes  within  and  for 

the  said  county  and  prosecuted  and  caused  to  be  prosecuted 
the  said  indictment  against  the  said  plaintiff. 

II.  That  in  so  doing,  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause. 

Til.  That  afterwards,  to-wit,  at  the  term  of 

the  said court,  begun  and  held  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  the  courthouse  in ., 

in  the  said  county  of ,  the  said  plaintiff  was  in 

due  manner  and  by  due  course  of  law  acquitted  of  the  said 
premises  in  the  said  indictment  charged  upon  him,  by  a  jury 
of  the  said  county  of ,  whereupon  it  was  then  and 

49  For  the  law  on  this  afubject,  see  1  Saund.  228;  Purcell  v.  Mac- 
namara,  9  East  361;  1  T.  R.  493:  Anderson  v.  Buchanan,  Wright, 
725:  Morris  v.  Scott.  21  Wend.  281:  34  Am.  Dec.  236;  Wmiams  v. 
Hunter.  3  Hawks,  545;  Dennis  v.  Ryan,  63  Barb.  145;  Everett  v. 
Henderson.  146  Mass.  89;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  284;  Stoddard  v.  Roland, 
31  S.  0.  342. 
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there  adjudged  by  the  said  court  that  the  said  plaintiff  go 
hence  thereof  without  day^  and  the  said  plaintiff  was  then  and 
there  discharged  of  and  from  the  premises  in  said  indictment 
specifed,  as  by  the  record  and  proceeding  thereof  remaining 
in  said  court  appears. 

IV.  [State  special  damages.] 

[Deicand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1788.  The  same  —  for  obtaining  indictment  on  whieh  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  afterwards  entered. 

Form  No.  448. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  procured  C.  D.,  then  the  district 

attorney  in  and  for  the  county  of ,  in  this  state, 

to  issue  subpoenas  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  and  procuring 
the  attendance  of.  witnesses,  among  others,  one  A.  B.,  at  the 

court  held  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  at , 

in  said  county,  before  the  grand  jury  and  persons  serving  as 

grand  jurors  at  such  term  of  the court,  for  the 

purpose  of  procuring  an  indictment  to  be  found  against  the 
plaintiff,  as  hereinafter  more  fully  stated. 

II.  That  in  so  doing  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause,  and  intended  thereby  to  injure  the 
plaintiff  in  his  good  name  and  credit,  and  to  bring  him  into 
public  disgrace,  and  to  cause  him  to  be  imprisoned,  and  to 
impoverish  and  injure  him. 

III.  That  the  defendant  at  said  term  of  the court. 

complained  of  the  plaintiff  before  the  grand  jnry,  and  falsely 
and  maliciously,  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause 
whatsoever,  charged  the  plaintiff  to  the  grand  jury  with  having 
[state  charge  preferred]. 

IV.  That  said  charge  was  and  is  wholly  false  and  nntme, 
which  the  defendant  then  and  at  all  times  since  well  knew. 

V.  That  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  prob- 
able cause,  procured  the  grand  jury  aforesaid  to  find  and  pro- 
sent  to  the  said court  an  indictment  against  thft 

plaintiff  for  said  alleged  [state  pretended  charge]. 

VT.  That  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without 
probable  cause,  procured    a    bench  warrant,  directed    to  the 

pheriff  or  any  constable  of  the  said  county  of , 

for  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  aforesaid  indictment. 
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to  answer  the  charges  therein  made  against  him  as  aforesaid, 
to  be  issued  by  the    court  of  said   county   of 

;  and  afterwards,  on  or  about  the day 

of ,  18. .,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  and 

to  be  kept  in  custody,  restrained  of  his  liberty  for  the  space  of 

months,  and  to  give  bail  in  the  sum  of 

doll&rs  to  obtain  his  release. 

VII.  That  the  plaintiff  did  appear  at  the  said  term  of  said 

court,  ready  and  willing  to  then  and  there  stand 

trial  upon  the  aforesaid  indictment  against  him,  pursuant  to 
and  as  required  by  said  bond.  Whereupon  the  aforesaid  district 
attorney,  after  consulting  and  advising  with  the  defendant,  and 
at  his  request,  and  by  his  in^ructions,  did  then  and  there  move 
the  said  court  thaf  the  plaintiff  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 
And  be  fully  discharged  and  acquitted  of  the  said  indictment 
and  of  the  supposed  offense  therein  charged  against  him,  and 
be  no  further  prosecuted  thereon;  whereupon  the  said  court, 
having  heard  and  considered  all  that  the  said  defendant  and 
the  people,  by  the  aforesaid  district  attorney,  could  say  or  allege 
against  the  plaintiff  touching  and  concerning  the  said  supposed 
offense,  did  then  and  there  adjudge,  order  and  determine  that 
the  plaintiff  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  and  be  fully  dis- 
charged and  acquitted  of  the  said  indictment,  and  be  not  further 
prosecuted  thereon.  i 

VIII.  That  the  said  indictment,  complaint,  and  prosecution 
are,  and  each  of  them  is,  wholly  ended  and  determined  in  favor 
of  this  plaintiff. 

IX.  [Special  damage,  if  any,  as  in  other  cases.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1780.  DismisMtl.  An  immediate  dismissal  by  a  magistrate 
of  a  prosecution  when  commenced,  is,  it  would  seem,  prima 
facie  proof  of  the  want  of  probable  cause.*^  Entry  of  nolle 
prosequi  was  held  insufficient  for  that  purpose.**^ 

«)  Gould  V.  S^herman.  10  Abb.  Pr.  411. 

ni  Bacon  v.  Townsend,  2  C.  R.  51:  Hall  r.  Fisher,  20  Barb.  441; 
Brown  v.  Lakeman,  12  Oiish.  (Mas.s.)  4S2:  0  Mod.  261:  contra.  Yocum 
v.  Polly,  1  B.  Mon.  ,V)8:  HB  Am.  Doc.  5.S8;  and  compare  Graves  v. 
Dawson.  130  Mass.  78:  39  Am.  Rep.  420;  Woodworth  r.  Mills,  61 
Wia  44;  50  Am.  Rep.  135:  Bell  y.  Matthews,  37  Kan.  686. 
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I  1790.  T&e  flame  — where  judgment  of  acquittal  was'  ren* 
dered. 

Form  No.  449. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  caused  and  procured  to  be  sued 

out  of  the    court,  in  and  for  the  county  of 

,  a  certain  writ  of  attachment,  in  a  oertain  action 

then  and  there  pending,  wherein  the  said  A.  B.  wsa  plaintiff^ 
and  the  plaintiff  herein  was  defendant,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  said  county,  commanding  said  sheriff  [here  state  substance 
of  the  said  writ],  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  sheriff, 
and  caused  and  required  the  said  aheriflf  to  leyy  said  writ  of 
attachment  on  the  store  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  of 
the  said  plaintiff,  and  took  the  same  into  his  possession,  and 

the  said  defendant  afterwards  applied  to  the  said 

court  [or  to  Hon.  C.  D.,  judge  of  said  court],  and  obtained  an 
order  from  said  court  [or  judge]  for  the  sale  of  said  goods  and 
merchandise,  and  caused  said  sheriff  to  sell  the  same  at  a  great 
sacrifice. 

II.  That  in  so  doing  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause,  and  unjustly  contrived  and  intended  to 
injure  the  said  plaintiff  and  break  up  his  business  —  he,  the 
said  plaintiff,  then  being  engaged  in  business  of  a  merchant. 

III.  That  the  said  action  of  the  said  defendant  afterwards 

came  on  for  trial  at  the term  of  said  court,  18 . . , 

and  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  said  plaintiff,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1791.  Acquittal  esflentlal.  An  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution can  not  be  maintained  until  the  plaintiff  has  been 
acquitted,  or  the  prosecution  is  finally  terminated  in  his  favor. 
The  determination  of  the  prosecuting  officer  never  to  brinsr  the 
indictment  to  trial,  for  the  reason  that  he  deems  the  charjre 
entirely  unsupported,  is  not  sufficient.*^^  The  plaintiff's  ac- 
quittal must  be  alleged.     An  allegation  that  he  has  been  dis- 

M  Grant  v.  Moore,  29  Cal.  644;  Murphy  v.  Ernst.  40  Neb.  1;  Master- 
son  v.  Brown,  72  Fed.  Rep.  136;  Thomason  v.  Demotte.  9  Abb.  Pr. 
242;  S.  a,  18  How.  Pr,  529;  see  Forster  v.  Orr,  17  Oreg.  447. 
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charged  is  not  sufficients^  It  is  not  enough  to  aver  that  the 
prosecuting  officer  declared  the  complaint  frivolous^  and  refused 
to  try  it.**  The  rule  that  the  prosecution  must  have  terminated 
favorably  to  the  plaintiff,  does  not  apply  in  case  of  an  attach- 
ment against  his  property,  sued  out  in  his  absence,  and  which 
he  had  no  opportunity  to  defend.^  Generally,  a  criminal 
prosecution  may  be  said  to  have  terminated  —  first,  where  there 
is  a  verdict  of  not  guilty;  second,  where  the  grand  jury  ignores 
a  bill;  third,  where  a  noUe  prosequi  is  ente^red;  and,  fourth, 
where  the  accused  has  been  discharged  from  bail  or  imprison- 
ment.^ And  in  actions  for  malicious  prosecutions  for  crime 
the  complaint  must  allege  facts  showing  that  the  criminal 
action  had  terminated."  But  it  has  been  held  that  in  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  the  malicious  abuse  of  process  in  a  civil 
action,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  complaint  shall  aver  a  judi- 
cial determination  of  the  action  in  which  such  process  issued.** 

■ 

f  1702.  Far  mallcioiui  arrest  in  a  civil  action. 

Form  No.  450, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  the 

defendant,  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  made 
affidavit,  and  procured  one  A.  B.  to  make  an  affidavit,  in  an 

action  brought  against  this  plaintiff  by ,  in  which 

he  alleged  [set  forth  the  grounds  of  the  false  arrest] ;  and  that 
upon  said  affidavits  the  defendant  caused  to  be  issued  an  order 
of  arrest  against  this  plaintiff,  under  which  the  plaintiff  was 

arrested  and  imprisoned  for  the  space  of  ,  and 

compelled  to  give  bail  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  in  so  doing  the  defendant  acted  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause. 

58  Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225;  Bacon  v.  Townsend,  2  Oode  R. 
51. 

M  ThOmaaon  v.  Demotte,  0  Abb.  Pr.  242. 

M  Bump  V.  Betts,  19  Wend.  421. 

MLowe  V.  Wartman,  47  N.  J.  L.  413;  and  see  Peterson  v.  Toner, 
80  Mich.  350;  Dreyfus  v.  Aul,  20  Neb.  191;  Horn  v.  Sims,  92  Ga.  421. 

57Woodworth  v.  MlUs,  61  Wis.  44;  50  Am.  Rep.  135;  King  v. 
Johnston,  81  Wis.  .579;  Commonwealth  v.  McClusky,  151  Mass.  488; 
Lawrence  v.  Cleary,  88  Wis.  473. 

MSneeden  v.  Harris,  109  N.  C.  349;  and  see  Mayer  v.  Walter.  64 
Penn.  St.  283;  Emery  v.  Ginnan,  24  111.  App.  65. 
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ill.  That  on  tlie day  of ,  18. .,  ^^^ 

order  was  vacated  by  said  court,  upon  the  ground  that  [set 
forth  the  grounds  on  which  it  was  vacated]. 

[Or,  III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

such  proceedings  were  had  in  such  action,  that  it  was  finally 
determined  in  favor  of  this  plaintiff,  and  judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  him  therein.] 

IV.  [Special  damage.]  That  many  persons,  whose  names 
are  unknown  to  plaintiff,  hearing  of  the  arrest,  etc.  [as  in  form 

No.  446],  to  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1793.  Jurisdiction.  But  if  a  complaint  shows  that  the  ar- 
rest was  without  jurisdiction,  it  may  be  good  as  alleging  a 
trespass,  without  averring  a  determination  in  favor  of  plaintiff.** 

I  1794.  Malice.  If  one  person  arrests  another  for  the  com- 
mission of  a  crime,  under  the  belief  that  the  person  arrested 
has  committed  the  crime,  the  person  making  the  arrest  can  not 
be  said  to  act  maliciously,  although  he  may  act  unlawfully.*"* 

f  1705.  Several  causes  of  action  united.  An  action  for  ma- 
licious arrest  and  prosecution,  or  either  of  them,  may  be  united 
with  an  action  for  either  an  injury  to  character  or  to  the  per- 
son,** as  for  libel  or  slander.*^ 

i  1796.  When  action  will  lie.  Where  a  complaint  charged 
a  crime,  and  the  prosecution  was  instituted  before  a  tribunal 
having  jurisdiction,  and  a  warrant  regular  upon  its  face  was 
i8v^ued,  and  the  defendant  was  arrested,  an  action  brought  by 
liim  for  malicious  prosecution  will  be  sustained,  although  the 
complaint  was  not  signed  by  the  complainant.*'     An  action  for 

.^9  Steel  v.  WiUiams,  18  Ind.  161;  SearU  v.  McCracken,  16  How. 
rr.  262;  see  §  1774,  n.,   ante. 

«o  Lyon  v.  Hancock,  35  Cal.  372. 

fii  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  8  427. 

«2  Watson  V.  Hazzard.  3  Code  R.  218:  Martin  v.  Mattison,  8  Abb. 
Pr.  3;  see  §  1677,  ante. 

w  Chapman  v.  Dodd,  10  Minn.  350.  Where  F.  commenced  an 
action  against  O.  for  havinp  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without 
any  reasonable  or  probable  rause  therefor,  procured  a  writ  of  arrest 
to  be  issued  In  an  action  brouplit  by  O.  aprainst  F.,  wlioreby  tli** 
latter  was  arrested  and  imprisoned,  and  tlie  proceedings  were  reprn- 
lar  on  their  face,  the  failure  of  the  complaint  to  show  that  the  writ 
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malicious  prosecution  will  lie  agadnst  a  creditor  who  effected 
the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  his  debtor  by  alleging  that  the 
demand  was  greater  in  amount  than  it  truly  was,  so  as  to 
hinder  the  debtor  from  getting  bail.  It  is  true  that  in  order 
to  sustain  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  the  law  requires 
that  the  proceedings  which  form  the  subject  of  complaint  should 
have  been  maliciously  instituted,  and  carried  on  without  any 
reasonable  or  probable  causes;  but  there  would  ordinarily  be 
but  little  difference  in  the  injury  produced  to  the  defendant, 
.whether  the  unfounded  prosecution  was  carried  on  without  any 
demand  whatever  to  justify  it,  or  whether  it  was  coupled  with 
a  claim  of  real  merit.®* 

f  1797.  When  action  will  not  lie.  An  action  in  a  case  for 
malicious  prosecution  will  not  lie  for  causing  a  person  to  be 
arrested  on  "a  criminal  warrant,  charging  an  act  which  is  not  a 
crime,  but  merely  a  trespass,  as  the  warrant  was  void,  and  the 
proper  remedy  for  an  arrest  on  such  a  warrant  is  trespass.** 
Bona  Me  acts  of  a  party  on  advice  given  by  counsel,  after  a 
full  and  fair  statement  of  the  facts,  is  evidence  of  a  probable 
cause,  however  erroneous  the  advice  may  be.^ 

of  aireflt  had  been  vacated  or  set  aside  by  the  court  in  the  action 
in  which  it  was  issued  was  held  a  fatal  defect,  and  that  the  com- 
plaint was  insufficient  to  sustain  a  recovery  had  thereon.  Forster 
V.  Orr,  17  Oreg.  447. 

Mphil.  on  Ev.  261;  3  Bam.  &  Oress.  139;  Dronefleld  v.  Archer,  7 
Eng.  Com.  Law,  177;  26  Eng.  U  &  Eq.  200;  Sommer  v.  Wilt,  4  Serg. 
&  R.  19;  13  id.  54;  Brown  v.  Mclntyre,  43  Barb.  344. 

« Cramer  v.  Lott,  50  Penn.  St  495;  88  Am.  Dec.  566;  but  Bee 
Dennis  v.  Ryan,  63  Barb.  145;  Newfleld  v.  Copperman,  47  How.  Pr. 
87. 

M  Richardson  v.  Virtue,  2  Hun,  206;  Eastman  v.  Keasor,  44  N.  H. 
518;  see  Jackson  v.  Linnington,  47  Kan.  396;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  300; 
Adams  v.  Blcknell,  126  Ind.  210;  22  Am.  St  Rep.  576.  The  advice 
of  counsel  is  no  defense  if  the  defendant  did  not  believe  the  accused 
to  be  guilty.    Johnson  v.  Miller,  82  Iowa,  603;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  514. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

FOB  PBBSONAL  INJUBT   CAUSED  BT   NBGLIOBNOB. 

§  1798.  For  injuries  caused  by  coOlsiotL  of  veliiole  drlTen  lir 
serruit* 

Form  No.  431- 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaiius^  and  alleges: 

L  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  the^ 

plaintiff,  was  driving  along  the  public  highway  of  the  city  of 
y  in  a  carriage  drawn  by  one  horse. 

n.  That  the  defendant  was  then  the  owner  of  a  wagcm  and 
two  horses^  which  were  then  being  driven  along  said  highway, 
in  the  possession  of  defendant  [or  of  defendant's  servant]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  [or  that  said  servant]  so  carelessly 
drove  and  managed  said  horses  and  wagon,  that  by  reason  of  his 
negligence  said  wagon  struck  the  plaintiff's  carriage  and  over- 
threw the  same,  and  threw  the  plaintiff  ojiLof  his  carriage  upon 
the  ground  [or  describe  the  accident]  ;M^ereby  the  plaintiff 

was  bruised  and  wounded,  and  was  for days  prevented 

from  attending  to  his  business,  and  was  compelled  to  expend 

dollars  for  medical  attendance  and  nursing,  and 

dollars  for  the  repair  of  his  said  canriage,  to  hia 

damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1799.  Carrier's  contract.  Passenger  carrierB  bind  them- 
selves to  carry  safely  those  whom  they  take  into  their  coaches 
or  cars,  as  far  as  human  care  and  foresight  will  go;  ihat  is,  for 
the  utmost  care  and  diligence  of  very  cautious  persons.^  The 
words  "  care,  diligence,  and  foresight  *'  imply  a  relation  to  futum 
events.* 

1  Story  on  Bailments,  S  001;  and  see  Dodge  v.  Steamship  Co..  148 
Mass.  207;  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  541;  TreadweU  v.  Whlttler,  80  Cal.  575; 
18  Am.  St.  Bep.  176. 

9  Wbeaton  v.  N.  B.  ft  M.  R.  R.  Oo.,  S9  Oal.  GOO;  see  OaL  Civil  6bde^ 
M  2100-2104,  Inclusive. 
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9  1800.  Damages.  If  by  the  negligent  driving  of  defendant^a 
aervant  his  vehicle  runB  into  another  which  is  driven  with  due 
care,  and  causes  the  horses  of  the  latter  to  take  fright  and 
run  away,  and  said  horse  runs  into  the  plaintiff's  vehicle  and 
injures  him  when  he  i&  -using  due  care,  the  damage  is  not  too 
remote  to  be  recovered.^  In  a  case  of  simple  negligence  m 
which  the  elements  of  fraud,  malice,  or  oppression  do  not  enter, 
only  actual  damages  can  be  recovered.^  In  actions  of  this 
character,  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case  may  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  making  up  the  estimate  of  damages,  and  the 
jury  are  not  confined  to  the  actual  damages  sustained,  and 
where  the  stage  at  the  time  was  driven  by  the  servant  or  agent, 
the  principal  is  liable  only  for  simple  negligence,  and  exemplary 
damages  can  not  be  imposed.^  The  only  damages  which  can 
be  recovered  in  such  actions  are  such  as  are  commensurate  with 
the  injury  alleged  to  have  been  sustained,  or  actual  damages.^ 

f  1801.  Defect  of  vehicle.  A  carrier  of  passengers  for  hire 
does  not  warrant  that  the  carriage  in  which  the  passenger  travels 
is  roadworthy.  He  is  bound  to  use  all  vigilance  to  insure  safety, 
but  is  not  liable  for  a  defect  which  could  not  be  detected,  and 
which  arises  from  no  fault  of  the  manufacturer.'^ 

fi  1802.  Liability  for  negligence.  If  a  child  under  four  years 
of  age  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  third  persons  in  the  street 
of  a  city  trayersed  constantly  by  cars  and  other  vehicles,  his 
father  can  not  recover  for  loss  of  service  if  he  has  knowingly 
suffered  such  child  to  be  in  the  street  unattended.*  Otlierwise 
of  an  action  by  the  child  itself,  although  the  negligence  of  a 
volunteer  undertaking  to  interfere  for  the  child's  benefit  con- 

s  McDonald  v.  Snelllng,  96  Mass.  260;  8ee  Gonzales  v.  Galveston, 
84  Tex.  8;  81  Am.  8t  Rep.  17. 

4  Moody  V.  McDonald,  4  Oal.  297;  Sedg.  on  Meaa.  of  Dam.  30; 
Keene  v.  Lizardl,  8  La.  [O.  S.]  390;  Mason  v.  Hawee,  62  Conn.  12;  52 
Am.  Rep.  552;  Hurt  v.  Railroad  Ckx.  94  Mo.  255;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  374. 

ft  The  Amiable  Nancy,  3  Wheat  546;  Wardrobe  v.  California  Stage 
Co.,  7  Oal.  120. 

«  Greenl.  on  Ev.,  $  253;  Whlttemore  v.  Cotter,  1  Gall.  478;  Bateman 
V.  Goodyear,  12  Conn.  580;  Daln  v.  WycolT,  7  N.  Y.  198. 

7  Readhead  v.  Midland  R.  R.  Co..  L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  379;  S.  O.,  2  Q.  B. 
412;  Dn  Laurans  v.  St  Paul,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ook,  15  Minn.  49;  2  Am.  Rep. 
107;  and  see  Breen  v.  Rnilroad  Co..  109  N.  Y.  297;  4  Am.  St.  Rep. 
450;  St  Lonls,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Valirlns,  56  Ind.  511. 

SGlaasey  v.  Heetonvllle  R.  R.  Oo.,  57  Penn.  St  172;  Westbrook 
T.  Railroad  Co.,  66  Miss.  560;  14  Am.  St  Rep.  587. 
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tributed  lo  the  injury.^  One  who  sells  gunpowder  to  a  child 
eight  years  old,  knowing  that  he  is  unfit  to  be  trusted  with  it, 
is  liable  if  the  child,  using  the  care  of  which  he  is  capable, 
explodes  it,  and  is  burned  by  the  same,  and  a  license  to  sell 
gunpowder  is  no  defense.*® 

i  1808.  Maater  and  servant  —  general  doctrine.  The  general 
doctrine  is  maintained  that  the  master  or  employer  is  respon- 
sible for  the  act  or  omission  of  the  servant  or  employee  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment  or  authority.**  One  whose  servant 
negligently  throws  a'keg  out  of  a  window,  and  injures  a  person 
passing  through  a  passageway  below,  is  liable,  although  such 
person  was  there  only  by  license.*^  But  the  employer  is  not 
responsible  for  a  willful  injury  committed  by  an  employee  not 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment.**  For  injury  by  negli- 
gence, both  employer  and  employee  may  be  sued  together.** 
A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable  for  negligence  of  members 
of  its  paid  fire  department.**^ 

§  1804.  Against  common  carriers  —  for  injuries  caused  by 
overturning  stage-coach. 

Form  No.  452. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  the 

0  North  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  57  Penn.  St  187;  Railway 
Co.  V.  Eddie,  43  Ohio  St.  91;  54  Am.  Rep.  803;  Winters  v.  Raihxjad 
Co..  99  Mo.  509;  17  Am.  St  Rep.  591;  Hufif  v.  Ames,  16  Neb.  139;  49 
Am.  Rep.  716. 

10  Carter  v.  Towne,  98  Mass.  567;  96  Am.  Dec.  682. 

"  New  York  &  N.  H.  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y.  30;  Chapman 
,  V.  New  York  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  33  id.  369;  88  Am.  Dec.  392;  Drew  v. 
Sixth  Avenue  K  R.  Co.,  26  N.  Y.  49;  Lannen  v.  Albany  Gas  Light 
Co.,  46  Barb.  264;  Carman  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  14  Abb.  Pr.  301; 
Annett  v.  Foster,  1  Daly,  502;  Meyer  v.  Second  Avenue  R.  R.  Co., 
8  Bosw.  305;  Merrick  v.  Brainard,  38  Barb.  574.  Not  affected  by 
partial  reversal.  Merrick  v.  Van  Santvoord,  34  N.  Y.  208;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Anderson,  82  Tex.  516;  27  Am.  St  Rep.  902;  Palmer!  v.  Rail- 
way Oo.,  133  N.  Y.  261;  28  Am.  St  Rep.  632;  Evans  v.  Dayldaon, 
53  Md.  245;  36  Am.  Rep.  400. 

i2Corrlgan  v.  Union  Sugar  ReOnery,  98  Mass.  577;  96  Am.  Dec. 
685. 

isGarvey  v.  Dung,  30  How.  Pr.  315;  Stephenson  v.  South.  Pac. 
Co..  93  Cal.  r>.T8;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  223;  Mott  v.  Ice  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  543. 

14  Phelps  V.  Walt.  .SO  N.  Y.  78. 

i»  Howard  v.  San  Francisco,  51  Cal.  52. 
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defendant  was  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  for  hire  by  stage- 
coach between and 

II.  That  on  that  day^  as  such  carrier^  he  received  the  plaintiff 

upon  his  coach^  to  be  carried  from ta , 

for  the  sum  of dollars,  which  was  then  and  there 

paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 

'  III.  That  while  he  was  such  passenger  at [or 

near ,  or  between and J, 

the  said  coach  was,  by  and  through  the  carolessness  and  negli- 
gence of  the  said  defendant,  overturned  and  thrown  down,  wilh 
the  plaintiff  therein,  as  aforesaid,  by  means  whereof  the  said 
plaintiff  was  greatly  injured,  and  one  of  the  legs  of  said  plaintiff 
was  broken,  and  fractured,  and  bruised,  and  the  said  plaintiff 
was  otherwise  greatly  injured,  wounded,  and  cut,  insomuch  that 
the  said  plaintiff  then  became  sick,  lame,  and  sore,  and  so  con- 
tinued for  the  space  of months  thence  next  ensu- 
ing, and  was  during  all  that  time  prevented  from  attending  to 
his  business  and  carrying  on  the  same;  and  the  said  plaintiff 

was  forced  to  expend,  and  did  expend,  the  sum  of 

dollars  for  medical  attendance  and  nursing,  to  his  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1805.  Essential  aTerments.  It  is  only  necessary  to  prove 
the  overturn  and  the  injuries  sustained.  The  presumption  of 
law  is,  that  the  overturn  occurred  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant.*®  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  on  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  upsetting  of  a  stage-coach,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the 
defendants,  became  a  passenger  in  a  certain  coach,  to  be  cawn'ed 
safely,  and  for  certain  rewards  to  the  defendants;  and  that 
thereupon  it  was  their  duty  to  use  due  and  proper  care  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  safely  conveyed.  The  breach  was  well  as- 
signed, showing  the  neglect  and  consequent  injury  tsUstaincMl ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  defect,  if  any,  was  cured  by  section  S2 
of  the  Judiciary  Act,  which  provides  that  no  litigant  shall  lose 
his  right  in  law  for  want  of  form.*''  In  an  action  for  an  injury 
sustained  by  the  upsetting  of  defendant's  stage-coach,  the  plain- 
ly Boyee  v.  Cnlifornia  Stage  Oo.,  25  Oal.  460. 
IT  Stockton  V.  Bishop,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  165;  see,  also,  Washington 
T.  Ogden,  1  Black,  450. 
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till  alleged  that  he  paid  for  his  passage  the  sum  of  ten  dollare; 
this  was  held  to  be  a  material  allegation.*® 

i  1806.  Orertaming  plalntiit'8  carriage.  In  a  case  for  per- 
sonal injuries  caused  by  plaintiff's  horse  being  frightened  by 
two  loud,  sudden,  and  sharp  whistles  from  defendanf b  engine, 
and  upsetting  his  carriage,  it  was  held  that  whether  or  not  the 
above  was  a  proper  signal  in  the  use  of  ordinary  care  was  for 
the  jury.    A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  upheld." 

I  1807.  Paid  fare.  Carriers  can  not  protect  themselves  from 
liability  for  gross  negligence,  by  contract.**  It  is  otherwise 
when  the  passenger  is  canned  free.^ 

I  1808.  Bailroad  company.  An  action  lies  against  a  city  rail- 
road company  for  the  negligence  of  their  driver  in  respect  to 
stopping  the  car  and  assisting  young  and  infirm  persons  on.^ 

S  1809.  Stbck  running  at  large.  Plaintiff  was  driving  in  the 
highway,  using  due  care,  when  defendant's  hog  running  at  large, 
contrary  to  the  statute,  frightened  plaintiff's  horse,  and  his 
minor  daughter  was  injured  in  consequence;  it  was  held  that 
defendant  was  liable,  although  he  did  not  know  that  the  hog 
was  at  large.^ 

S  1810.  Who  liable.  Where  one  owning  a  carriage  hires 
horses  and  a  driver  of  B..  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the 
carelessness  of  the  driver  B.  alone  is  liable.^  A  municipal 
corporation  is  liable  for  injuries  ensuing  from  neglect  of  its 
employees  or  officers.*    The  fact  that  the  driver  of  the  carriage 

18  Harris  v.  Bayner,  8  Pick.  641. 

i»  Hill  V.  PorUand  R.  R.  Co.,  55  Me.  438;  92  Am.  Dec.  601. 
» Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  42  111.  474;  92  Am.  Dfec.  85; 
8Qe  Adams  Express  Co.  v.  Haynes,  42  111.  89,  93. 

21  Kinney  v.  Cent,  R.  R.  Co.,  32  N.  J.  L.  407;  90  Am.  Dee.  675;  but 
see  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Butler,  57  Penn.  St.  335. 

22  Drew  V.  Sixtli  Avenue  R.  R*  Co.,  3"  Keyes,  429:  and  see  Anderson 
V.  Railway  Co.,  42  Minn.  490;  18  Am.  St  Rep.  525;  Birmlngliam. 
etc..  Railway  Co.  v.  Smith.  90  Ala.  00;  24  Am.  St.  Rep,  761 

23  Jewett  V.  Ga^e,  55  Me.  538;  92  Am.  Dec.  61.5. 

24  Quarman  v.  Burnett,  6  M.  &  W.  4flrr;  Rapson  v.  Cnbitt^  9  id.  709; 
Hobbitt  V.  N.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Welsb.,  Hurlst.  &  Gord.  254;  Allen-  v. 
Hayward,  7  Adol.  &  Ellis  (N,  S.),  960i 

25  Lloyd  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  5  N.  Y.  369;  55  Am.  Dec."  347; 
contra,  Howard  v.  San  Francisco,  51  Cal.  52;  compare  Orlando  v. 


^03  PEBSONAL  INJUBT^  BY  KBOLIQSNCB.  §   1811 

and  horses  was  their  owner  was  conclusive  in  establishing  that 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not  exist;  and  so  far  as 
the  defendant's  liability  rested  upon  the  existence  of  such  rela- 
tion he  was  not  responsible  for  the  injury  which  the  plaintiff 
Teceived  through  the  negligence  of  the  driver.^ 

I  1811.  Against  a  railroad  for  inJuriM  by  collisioii.  , 

Form  No.  4$3. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18.\,  the 

defendant  was  a  corporation  dtdy  incorporated  under  the  laws 
of  this  state,  and  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  railroad,  known 

as  the railroad,  together  with  the  track,  rolling 

stock,  and  other  appurtenances  thereto  belonging;  and  was  a 
<!ommon  carrier  of  passengers  thereupon  for  hire,  between 
and ,  in  the  state  of 

II.  That  on  that  day  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the 

sum  of dollars,  then  paid  to  it  by  the  plaintiff 

therefor,  undertook  and  agreed,  as  such  common  carrier,  to 

iransport  and  convey  the  plaintiff  from to , 

aa  a  passenger,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  entered  one  of  the 
cars  of  the  defendant  to  be  so  conveyed  as  aforesaid  from 
to aforesaid. 

III.  That  while  he  was  such  passenger,  at [or 

near  the  station  of ,  or  between  the  stations  of 

and ],  a  collision  occurred  on  the 

said  railroad  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and 
its  servants,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  much  injured  [state  the 
injury  according  to  fact,  and  the  special  damage,  if  any], 

[Or,  III.  That  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  in  managing 
said  cars  in  which  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  were  so  careless 
and  negligent  that  it  was  unsafe  for  him  to  remain  in  one  of 
them;  and  that  in  order  to  free  himself  from  the  danger,  he 
was  obliged  to  leap  from  the  car,  and  in  doing  so  was  injured] 
[state  injury  according  to  the  fact.] 

lY.  By  means  whereof  the  plaintiff  hath  been  damaged  in 

the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

PraiETg.  31  Fla.  Ill:  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  17;  Gaspery  t.  Portlmnd,  19 
Orep.  500:  20  Am.  St  Rep.  842;  Denver  v.  Dean,  10  Ool.  876;  8  Am. 
St.  R^p.  51)4. 
26  Boniface  v.  Relyea,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  260. 


§§  181:;i-1815  fobms  of  complaints.  ^0^ 

i  1812.  Degrees  of  negligence^  Degrees  of  negligence  are 
matters  of  proof  and  not  of  averment;  and  a  general  allegation 
of  negligence,  want  of  care  and  skill,  etc.,  is  suflficient  in  an  J 

action  for  injuries  caused  by  such  negligence,  whether  the  de-  ■* 

fendant  is  liable  for  ordinary  or  gross  negligence.^    And  an 
ayerment  of  malice  does  not  vitiate  the  pleading.^ 

i  1818.  Diligence.  The  same  diligence  is  not  required  .from 
a  railroad  company  towards  a  stranger  as  towards  a  passenger. 
The  care  required  is  that  which  experience  has  found  reason- 
able and  necessary  to  prevent  injury  to  others  in  like  cases.^ 
A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a  pas- 
senger while  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  standing  on  the 
platform  of  a  car  in  motion,  although  by  the  express  permission 
of  the  conductor  and  brakeman.*^ 

1 1814.  General  averment  of  negligence.  Ordinarily  a  general 
averment  of  negligence  is  sufficient  to  admit  proof  of  the  special 
circumstances  constituting  it.  Thus,  in  an  action  against  a 
railroad  company  for  running  over  a  child,  evidence  is  admis- 
sible under  such  a  general  averment  that  there  were  no  suitable 
brakes  or  guards  in  front  of  the  car  where  the  driver  was 
stationed.'* 

S  1816.  Negligence  generally,  and  alec  specific  acts.  Under 
a  complaint  alleging  negligence  generally,  and  also  specifying 
particular  acts  of  negligence,  evidence  of  any  other  kinds  of 
negligence  is  admissible;  the  general  allegation  being  sufficient, 
the  particular  charges,  being  surplusage,  should  not  affect  the 
reception  of  evidence.^  Negligence  is  a  question  of  fact,  or  of 
mixed  law  and  fact;  and  in  pleading  it  is  only  necessary  to 
aver  negligence  generally,  not  the  specific  facts  constituting  the 
negligence.** 

27  Nolton  V.  Western  R.  R  Oo.,  15  N.  Y.  444;  60  Am.  I>ec.  628. 

»  wintenon  v.  Blghth  Avenue  R.  R.  Ob.,  2  Hilt.  389;  Robinson  v. 
Wheeler,  25  N.  Y.  252. 

»  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R  R  Oo.  v.  Breinig,  25  Md.  378;  90  Am.  Dec. 
49;  see  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Kerr.  25  Md.  521. 

«o  Hiekey  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  R.  Co..  96  Mass.  429. 

91  Oldfleld  V.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Oo.,  14  N.  Y.  310. 

aEdgertoQ  v.  New  York  &  Harlem  R  R  Oo.,  35  Barb.  389; 
affirmed,  39  N.  Y.  227;  Cunningham  v.  Railroad  Co..  4  Utah,  206. 

w  McOanley  v.  Davidson.  10  Minn.  418.  As  a  rule,  negligence  may 
be  pleaded  generally.  It  is  an  ultimate  fact  and  not  a  oonclnsion 
of  law.    McGonigle  v.  Kane.  2fi  Col.  292;  House  y.  Meyer.  100  Cal. 
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I  1816.  Particular  facts.  '  The  complaint  in  an  action  against 
a  railroad  company,  for  running  over  a  person  with  an  engine, 
need  not  show  the  particular  facts  constituting  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  if  it  charges  such  negligence  in  a 
general  way.  Such  complaint  must  show  that  there  was  no 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  person  run  over.** 

I  1817.  Several  acts  of  negligence.  If  the  plaintiff  would 
rely  on  several  acts  of  negligence  as  the  cause  of  one  injury, 
he  may  allege  all  the  acts  of  negligence  in  one  count,  and  aver 
that  they  were  the  cause;  and  if  he  prove  upon  the  trial  that 
any  one  of  them  was  the  cause,  his  complaint  is  sustained.^ 

S  1818.  Sufficient  aTerment  of  negligence.  In  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  caused  by  a  collision 
with  its  cars,  a  complaint  which  alleges  that  the  defendant, 
with  carelessness  and  with  gross  negligence,  caused  one  of  its 
engines  to  run  upon  the  track,  etc.,  sufficiently  charges  neg- 
ligence.** 

602.  But  it  is  held  by  the  Oregon  court  that  a  general  allegation 
of  negligence  does  ndt  charge  any  fact.  Woodward  v.  Navigation 
Co.,  18  Oreg.  280;  McPherson  v.  Pacific  Bridge  Go.,  20  id.  486.  And 
although  negligence  may  be  charged  in  general  terms^  yet  it  mast 
appear  from  the  facts  averred  that  the  negligence  caused  or  con- 
tributed to  the  injury,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  aver  that 
the  injury  was  caused  by  reason  of  the  negligence  averred,  if  no 
fact  is  stated  which  shows  how  the  injury  was  caused.  Smith  v. 
Buttner.  00  Oal.  05.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  acts  which  caused  the 
injury  are  alleged  to  have  been  negligently  or  carelessly  done,  with- 
out stating  the  specific  facts  constituting  the  negligence.  Board  of 
Gomm'rs  v.  Huffman,  134  Ind.  1;  Walsh  v.  Railroad  Co.,  34  Fla. 
1;  Wills  V.  Railroad  Ga,  44  Mo.  App.  51;  Jaclsman  v.  Lord,  56  Hun, 
172;  Oonley  v.  Railroad  Co.,  100  N.  C.  602;  Parker  v.  Steamship  Oo., 
17  R  I.  376;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  860;  Poling  v.  Railroad  Co..  38  W.  Va. 
045;  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Washington,  40  Fed.  Rep.  347;  see  §  327. 
ante.  The  particular  act  alleged  to  have  been  negligently  done  must 
be  specified.    Stephenson  v.  South.  Pac.  Go.,  102  Gal.  143. 

M  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  R.  Go.  v.  Keeley*8  Adm*r,  23  Ind.  133;  St. 
Louis,  etc.,  R.  W.  Go.  v.  Mathias,  50  id.  65. 

36  Dickens  v.  New  York  Gent  R.  R,  Go.,  13  How.  Pr,  228;  Louis- 
ville, etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Mothershed,  07  Ala-  261. 

30  Ohio,  etc..  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Davla  23  Ind.  553;  85  Am.  Dec.  477;  and 
see  Denver,  etc.,  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Robbins,  2  Col.  App.  313;  Lavis  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  54  111.  App.  030.  But  it  is  held  to  l>e  an  established 
nile,  that  If  the  plaintiff  specifically  plead  the  act  or  acts  constituting 
the  defendant's  negligence,  he  can  not  prove  other  and  difFerent 

114 
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i  1819.  'Without  the  bounds  of  the  state.  An  action  OUL 
not  be  maintained  under  the  statute  for  a  wrongful  act  ^^•Jimng 
death,  where  such  act  occurred  without  the  bounds  of  the  stata*^ 

I  1820.  The  same— -by  car  running  off  tra^. 

Form  No.  4^4, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  [Same  as  in. preceding  form.] 

II.  That  on  that  day  the  defendant  received  the  plaintiff  aa 
a  passenger  in  one  of  the  carriages  of  the  defendant  on  said 
road^  to  be  transported  from to 

III.  That  while  he  was  such  passenger^  at ,  the 

said  defendant,  not  regarding  its  duty  in  that  behalf ,  did,  by  ita 
servants  and  agents,  so  carelessly,  negligently,  and  unskillfully, 
conduct  the  running  of  said  cars  and  railroad,  that,  on  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid,  by  the  carelessness,  negligence,  and  default 
of  its  said  agents  and  servants,  and  for  want  of  due  care  and 
attention  to  its  duty  in  that  behalf,  the  said  car  was  run  off 
the  track  of  said  railroad,  and  thrown  down  the  embankment 
thereof,  whereby  the  said  plaintiff  was  greatly  cut,  bruised  and 
wounded,  so  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,. became  and  was  sick, 
lame,  and  unable  to  walk,  and  was  wholly  unable  to  attend  to 
the  transaction  and  performance  of  his  usual  and  necessary 
business,  and  so  continued  from  thence  hitherto;  and  said  plain- 
tiff has  been  put  to  great  expense,  to-wit,  to  the  amount  of 

dollars  in  endeavoring  to  cure  his  said  wounds, 

bruises,  and  fractures,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

act  or  acts  for  the  purpoee  of  substantiating  liis  complaint.  Batter> 
son  y.  Railway  Co.,  49  Mich.  18^;  Oherokee,  etc.,  Mining  Co.,  47 
Kan.  460.  Thus  where  the  plaintifF  alleges  that  the  personal  in- 
juries for  which  he  seelcs  to  recover  were  caused  by  a  defective 
pile  driver,  he  can  not  recover  for  injuries  received  on  account  of  an 
unmanageable  team  of  horses  used  in  operating  it  Santa  Fe,  etc.. 
Railway  Co.  v.  Hurley  (Arizona),  36  Pac.  Rep.  217.  And  where  it 
was  alleged  that  the  defendants  omission  to  give  any  signal  of 
an  approaching  engine  was  the  cause  of  the  plaintifTs  injuries,  no 
recovery  can  be  had  on  the  ground  that  the  whistle  was  sounded* 
frightening  the  plaintifTs  horse.  Barron  v.  Railroad  Co..  80  Wis.  T9. 
37  Mahler  v.  Norwich  &  New  York  Transportation  Co.,  4ri  Barb. 
226;  compare  Leonard  v.  Railroad  (\).,  84  N.  Y.  48:  38  Am.  Rep.  491; 
Knight  V.  Railroad  Co.,  108  Penn.  St.  2r>0:  50  Am.  Rep.  200;  Vawtep 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  84  Mo.  079;  54  Am.  Rep.  105. 
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I  1821.  The  same  — by  negligently  starting  can  withMit 
^Ting  paeaenger  opportunity  to  get  off. 

Form  No.  4$$, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  allies: 

I,  n.  [Same  as  in  form  No.  453.] 

III.  That  while  plaintiff   was  such  passenger,  and  at  the 

station  of  said  railroad,  when  in  the  act  of  getting 

out  of  and  off  from  said  car  and  being  still  thereon,  to-wit,  on 
the  platform  thereof,  the  sadd  car  was,  through  the  neglect  of 
the  Bervant  of  said  defendant,  suddenly  started  and  put  in 
motion,  without  allowing  said  plaintiff  sufficient  time  to  safely 
get  off,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  and  in  coDsequence  of  the 
defect  and  insufficiency  of  said  company's  said  platform,  and 
of  the  couplings  connecting  said  car  with  the  other  cars  of  the 
same  train,  and  of  the  defective  and  insufficient  guards  around 
said  platform,  and  across  the  passageway  leading  therefrom  to 
the  next  adjacent  car,  and  in  further  consequence  of  the  in- 
sufficient and  imperfect' means  provided  for  giving  the  alarm, 
preparatory  to  starting  said  train,  and  of  the  negligence  and 
carelessness  of  the  servants  of  said  defendant,  in  the  running 
and  conducting  of  said  train,  the  said  plaintiff  was  violently 
thrown  on  the  track  between  the  cars  of  said  defendant,  and 
sustained  great  injury,  to-wit,  one  of  his  feet  was  crushed  by 
a  wheel  of  one  of  said  cars  passing  over  it,  so  that  its  immediate 
amputation  became  necessary,  and  it  was  accordingly  amputated. 

lY.  That  in  the  act  of  getting  off  from  said  car,  as  aforesaid, 
the  plaintiff  exercised  and  observed  all  due  and  proper  care  and 
precaution. 

V.  [Allegation  of  any  special  damages.] 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

%  1882.  Por  injuries  caused  by  negligence  on  a  railroad,  in 
•omitting  to  give  idgnal. 

Form  No.  456. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18. . ,  the 

defendant  was  a  corporation  duly  incorporated  under  and  pur- 
suant to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  was  the  owner  of  a  certain 

railroad,  known  as   railroad,  together  ^vith  the 

track,  rolling  stock,  and  other  annnrtenances  thereto  helonjrin.or. 

n.  That  on  that  day  the  plaintiff  was  traveling  in  a  carriage 
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> 


along  the  public  highway,  from to 

which    public    highway    crosses    the    railroad    aforesaid^    at 

,  and  as  the  plaintiff  had  reached  said  crossing, 

the  defendants  carelessly  and  negligently  caused  one  of  their 
locomotives  [with  a  train  of  cars  attached  thereto]  to  approach 
said  crossing,  and  then  and  there  to  pass  rapidly  over  the  track 
of  said  railroad,  and  negligently  and  carelessly  omitted  their 
duty  while  approaching  said  crossing,  to  give  any  signal  by 
ringing  the  bell  or  sounding  the  steam-whistle,  by  reason 
whereof  the  plaintiff  was  unaware  of  their  approach. 

III.  That  in  consequence  thereof,  the  locomotive  struck  the 
plaintiff's  horse,  and  overset  the  plaintiff's  carriage,  and  plain- 
tiff was  thrown  out  upon  the  ground  with  such  force  as  to 
fracture  his  left  arm  [or  other  injuries]. 

lY.  That  thereby  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  pain,  and 
was  and  still  is  prevented  from  going  on  with  his  business  as 

,  and  is,  as  he  believes,  permanently  injured,  and 

was  otherwise  greatly  injured,  and  was  compelled  to  expend 

dollars  for  medical  attendance  and  nursing,  to 

his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1828.  OmiBaion  of  duty.  The  facts  which  are  relied  on  as 
raising  a  duty  must  be  alleged  where  the  negligence  consists  in 
the  omission  of  a  duty."®  An  existing  duty  or  obligation  is 
an  essential  and  necessary  prerequisite  or  predicate  of  an  affirma- 
tion of  neglect  or  failure  to  perf orm."*  Neglect  to  ring  the  bell 
for  the  entire  distance  required  by  law  does  not  necessarily 
make  the  company  liable,  if  the  bell  was  rung  or  whistle  sounded 
for  such  a  distance  from  the  crossing  as  to  give  the  deceased 
timely  and  sufficient  warning  of  the  approaching  train  to  pre- 
vent him  from  trying  to  cross  the  track.^ 

88  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Holloway,  7  N.  Y.  493;  57  Am.  Deo.  550;  affirm- 
ing S.  O..  14  Barb.  101;  Taylor  v.  Atlantic  Mutual  Insurance  O.,  2 
BoBw.  106;  GoDRreve  v.  Morgan,  4  Duer,  489;  Seymour  v.  Maddox, 
16  Q.  B.  326;  S.  C,  71  Eng.  Com.  U  326;  and  see  McOinity  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  5  Duer,  674;  Rookford  Olty  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Matthews,  50  III.  App. 
267;  Funk  v.  Piper,  50  id.  163;  Falk  v.  Railroad  C5o..  56  N.  J.  L.  3H0. 

»» Eustace  V.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  3:  O'Brien  v.  Oapwell.  59  Barb.  497. 

40  Cook  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Oo.,  5  Lans.  401;  but  see  Robin- 
son V.  W.  P.  R.  R.  Oo.,  48  Oal.  410.  Duty  of  railway  company  to 
give  proper  signals  at  crossings.  See  Murray  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101 
Mo.  236;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  601;  Oblcago,  etc.,  R  R.  Oo.  v.  DlUon^ 
123  111.  570;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  559. 
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I  1884.  By  steamboat  ezploaioiL. 

Form  No.  437. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaiiifiy  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned^  the  defendants 

were  common  carriers  of  passengers  for  hire^  between 

and ,  and  were  the  proprietors  of  a  steamboat,  named 

the ,  employed  by  them  in  carr3ring  passengers  and 

merchandise  on  the river,  from to 

,  for  hire. 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  the 

defendants  received  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  and  daughter 
into  said  boat  for  the  purpose  of  safely  conveying  them  therein 

as  passengers,  from to ,  f or 

dollars,  paid  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  therefor. 

III.  That  the  defendants  so  negligently  and  unskillfuUy  con- 
ducted themselves,  and  so  misbehaved  in  the  management  of 
said  boat,  that,  through  the  negligence  and  unskillfulness  of 
themselves  and  their  servants,  the  steam  escaped  from  the  boiler 
and  engine,  and  burned  or  scalded  [otherwise  state  injury, 
according  to  the  facts],  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  and  daughter. 

rV.  That  in  consequence  thereof,  the  plaintiff  and  his  said 
wife  and  daughter  became,  and  for  a  long  time  remained  ill; 
the  plaintiff  was  deprived,  and  for  a  long  time  to  come  will 
be  deprived    of    the  assistance  and  services  of    his  wife  and 

daughter,  and  was  compelled  to,  and  did  expend 

dollars  in  attempting  to  cure  himself  and  his  wife  and  daughter, 

and'  was  for   months  prevented  from  pursuing 

his  business,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  injured,  to  his  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1825.  Condition  of  boiler.    The  certificate  of  an  inspector 
does  not  discharge  the  liability  of  the  owner  of  a  boiler  to  the 
party  injured  by  its  bursting.** 

I  18S6.  Master  and  servant.  The  owner  of  water-craft  is  not 
liable  for  the  injury  willfully  committed  by  the  master  or  pilot 
running  her.*^ 

41  Swarthout  v.  New  .Tersey  Steamboat  Co..  46  Barb,  2S2. 
^  Turnpike  bo.  v.  Vanderbllt,  1  HUl,  480. 
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i  1827.  Negligent  delay.  A  transportatioa  company  is  liable 
to  a  paaaenger  for  injury  occaaioued  by  negligent  delay.^ 

I  1828.  Negligence  in  navigating  water-craft.  The  plaintiff 
in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  in 
sailing  water-craft,  must  sbow  that  he  used  ordinary  care.^ 

I  1829.  Bule  of  damagee.  Where  the  collision  occurs  with- 
out  negligence  of  either  party,  each  must  bear  his  own  loss.^ 

I  1880.  Boles  of  navigation.  Steam  vessels  are  bound  to 
keep  clear  of  sailing  vessels;  they  axe  treated  as  having  wind 
in  their  favor.** 

I  1881.  For  injuries  to  engineer  of  a  railroad  company, 
eanaed  by  a  colUaion. 

Form  No.  438. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

1.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  was  a  corporation,  duly  incorporated  under  and  pur- 
suant to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  California,  and  was  owner  of 

a  certain  railroad  known  as   railroad,  togeth^ 

with  the  track,  cars,  and  locomotives  thereto  belonging. 

4S  Van  Busklrk  v.  Boberts.  31  N.  Y.  661. 

44Bamee  v.  Oole,  21  Wend.  188;  Holderman  v.  Beckwith,  4  Mc- 
Lean, 286;  Rathbnn  y.  Payne.  19  Wend.  399;  Steamboat  United 
States  V.  Mayor,  etc.,  5  Mo.  230;  Blmpson  v.  Hand,  6  Whart  311; 
36  Am.  Dec.  231;  Steamboat  Clipper  v.  Logan,  18  Ohio,  375;  Thomp- 
son V.  Railroad  Ca,  57  Mich.  300.  Usually  the  duty  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  and  its  breach  must  be  set  forth,  or  no 
negligence  will  appear.  But  in  cases  of  ccrilision  it  is  often  im- 
possible to  aver  more  than  that  the  plaintiff,  while  on  the  highway 
and  exercising  due  care,  was  run  into  by  the  defendant  In  an 
action  for  personal  injuries,  resulting  in  death,  caused  by  a  collision 
on  a  highway,  namely,  the  public  waters  of  the  state,  the  declara- 
tion sufficiently  states  a  cause  of  action  by  charging  that  the  de- 
fendant's servants  so  negligently  and  carelessly  managed  and  navi- 
gated its  steamer  that  it  ran  upon  and  sunk  the  vessel  of  the 
plaintlfTs  testator,  without  stating  particularly  in  what  the  negli- 
gence consisted.  Parker  v.  Steamboat  06.,  17  R^  I.  376;  33  Am.  St. 
Hep.  869;  and  see  Chase  v.  Steamboat  Oo.,  10  R.  I.  79;  16  Wall.  522. 

46Stainback  v.  Rae,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  532;  Williamson  v.  Barrett 
13  id.  101;  Halderman  v.  Beckwith,  4  McLean,  286;  Barrett  v.  Wil- 
liamson, id.  589;  4  Harrlng.  228;  The  Brig  Veruma  v.  Olara,  1  Tex.  30. 

4»  St  John  V.  Paine,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  583;  Newton  v.  Stebbins,  10 
id.  586;  The  S^uropa,  2  id.  557;  Western  Belle  v.  Wagner,  11  Mo.  30. 
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II.  That  one  of  said  locomotives^  and  the  train  thereto  at* 

tached^  ran  from to   ,  and  back 

again^  each  day;  and  another  thereof  ran  from 

to  said  and  back  again,  each  day;  which  said 

locomotives^  with  their  respective  trains,  were  used  and  accus- 
tomed to  meet,  and  safely  pass  each  other,  at 

III.  That  the  said  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  said  defend- 
ant as  an  engineer  upon  one  of  said  locomotives,  at  and  for 
a  certain  hire  and  reward  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  in  that 
behalf,  and  was  accustomed  to  stop  the  said  last-mientioned 

locomotive  at  aforesaid,  under  the  instruction 

by.  him  received  from  the  said  defendant,  and  there  to  pass 
the  said  other  locomotive  as  aforesaid. 

IV.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  said  defendant  to  give  the  said  plaintiff  due  notice  of  any 
change  in  the  place  of  meeting  and  passing  of  the  said  locomo- 
tives and  their  respective  trains,  yet  the  said  defendant,  not 

regarding  its  said  duty,  did,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  change  the  place  of  meeting  and  passing  of  said  locomo- 
tives, with  their  respective  trains,  from  said to 

said  ,  and  did  direct  said  change  to  be  carried 

into  effect  on  the day  of ,  18. . 

V.  That  the  said  defendant  wholly  neglected  and  failed  to 
give  the  said  plaintiff  notice  of  said  change  in  the  place  for 
the  passing  of  said  locomotives  with  their  respective  trains,  and 
whilst  the  said  plaintiff  was  proceeding,  in  his  capacity  as  engi- 
neer as  aforesaid,  on  one  of  said  locomotives,  with  the  train 
thereto  belonging,  according  to  the  directions  before  that  time 
given  to  the  said  plaintiff  by  the  said  defendant,  between 
and aforesaid,  the  other  locomo- 
tive with  its  train,  coming  from to , 

ran  against  it,  and  violently  crushed  the  same. 

VI.  That  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  was  severely  scalded, 
bruised,  burnt,'  and  wounded,  and  became  sick,  sore,  lame,  and 

disordered,  and  so  remained  for  the  space  of months, 

and  was  compelled  to  expend  the  sum  of dollars 

for  medical  attendance;  and  was  prevented  from  attending  to 
his  ordinary  business,  and  lost  all  the  wages  he  otherwise  would 

have  earned,  to-wit,  the  sum  of dollars,  to  his ' 

damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
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i  1882.  Company,  when  not  liable.  The  fact  that  a  lailxoad 
company^s  servant  was  of  a  higher  grade  than  another  servant 
of  said  company,  injured  through  his  negligence,  does  not  make 
the  company  liable.^^ 

I  1888.  JSmplQjm,  when  liable.  If  injury  to  the  employee 
results  from  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  tha  employer, 
the  employer  is  liable.*®  But  if  such  injury  results  from  de- 
fects in  machinery,  etc.,  notice  of  such  defect  must  be  brought 
home  to  the  employer.^  An  allegation  that  defendant  "  negli- 
gently provided  "  such  machinery,  is  held  a  sufficient  averment 
of  knowledge.**® 

S  1884.  Joinder  of  parties.  Master  and  servant  may  be 
joined  as  defendants  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the  negligence 
of  the  servant.*^* 

I  1886.  Mutual  negligence.  The  rule  that  the  plaintiff  can 
not  recover  if  his  own  wrong  as  well  as  that  of  the  defendant 
conduced  to  the  injury,  is  confined  to  cases  where  his  wrong 
or  n^ligence  has  immediately  or  approximately  contributed  to 
the  result.^*  A  slight  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
will  not  excuse  gross  negligence  by  the  defendant.*^ 

§  1886.  Want  of  ordinary  care.  In  Indiana,  in  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  by  one  of  its  servants  to  recover  for 
injuries  received  through  the  negligence  of  another  servant,  the 
complaint  must  allege,  either  expressly,  or  by  stating  facts  from 
which  it  clearly  appears,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  by  his  own 

47  Shauck  V.  Northern  Central  R.  B.  Co.,  25  Md.  462:  Cumberland 
Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  ScaUy,  27  Md.  589;  McLean  v.  Blue  Point  Qrav^ 
Min.  Co.,  51  Cal.  255. 

48  Ryan  V.  Fowler.  24  N.  Y.  410;  82  Am.  Dec.  315;  ConnoUy  v. 
PoiUon,  41  Barb.  366. 

4dKunz  V.  Stewart,  1  Daly,  431;  Loonam  v.  Brock  way,  28  How. 
Pr.  472. 

50  Knaresborouph  v.  Belcher  S.  M.  Co.,  3  Sawyer.  446. 

M  Montfort  v.  Hughes.  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591. 

M  Kline  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  400;  99  Am.  Dee.  282;  dtlnj? 
Needham  v.  San  Francisco  &  S.  J.  R.  R  Co.,  37  Cal.  409. 

M  Bequette  v.  People's  Trans.  Co..  2  Orep.  200;  Hart  v.  Railroad 
Oa.  94  Mo.  255;  4  Am.  St  Rep.  374;  Hays  v.  Railway  Co.,  70  Tot. 
002;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  624;  Romick  v.  Railroad  Co.,  02  Iowa,  167. 
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fault  or  negligence  contribute  to  the  injury.**  Oeaerally,  how- 
ever^ it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  in  his  com- 
plaint that  the  injury  happened  without  any  want  of  ordinary 
care  on  his  part;  except  where  the  facts  aLleged  are  such  as  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  such  fault  in  him.^ 

i  1887.  For  inJuiieB  to  engineer  of  a  railroad  company  —  said 
company  having  used  a  condemned  locomotiTe. 

Form  No.  4S9. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  was  a  corporation,  duly  incorporated  under  and  pur- 
suant to  the  laws  of  the  state  of ,  and  was  the 

owner  of  a  certain  railroad,  and  of  a  locomotive  propelled  by 
steam  on  said  railroad,  and  by  said  defendant  used  and  em- 
ployed in  carrying  and  conveying  passengers  and  goods  [or 
hauling  trains  of  cars  containing  passengers  and  goods],  upon 

and  over  the  said  railroad  of  the  said  defendant,  from 

to  

TI.  That  the  said  plaintiff  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at 

aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 

said  grievances,  was  in  the  employ  of  the  said  defendant,  as 
engineer  upon  said  locomotive,  so  moved  and  propelled  by 
steam  as  aforesaid;  and  that  it  then  and  there  became  and  was 
the  duty  of  the  said  defendant  to  procure  a  good,  safe,  and 

MBvansvUle  R.  IL  Co.  v.  Dexter,  24  Ind.  411;  Railroad  Go.  v. 
Oreene,  106  id.  279;  55  Am.  Rep.  736;  Brannen  v.  Gravel  Road  Co., 
115  Ind.  115:  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  411;  Evansville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Oo.  v.  Malott, 
13  Ind.  A  pp.  280;  alao  Messenger  v.  Pate,  42  Iowa,  443;  Gregory  v. 
Woodworth,  93  Iowa,  246. 

M  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Duer,  21;  S.  C.  20  N.  Y. 
65;  75  Am.  Deo.  375;  Wolfe  v.  Supervisors  of  Richmond,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  270;  S.  C.  19  How.  Pr.  370;  Burdlok  v.  Worral,  4  Barb.  596; 
Holt  V.  Whatley.  51  Ala.  560:  Hlpley  v.  Gilmer,  3  Mont.  97;  35  Am. 
Rep.  450;  Nelson  v.  Citj-  of  Helena,  16  Mont.  21;  Texas  &  P.  R.  W. 
Co.  V.  Mnrphj',  46  Tex.  356;  26  Am.  Rep.  272;  Robinson  v.  W.  P. 
R.  R.  06..  48  Cal.  409;  House  v.  Meyer.  100  id.  502;  Melhado  v. 
Transp.  Go.,  27  Hun,  99;  Wilson  v.  Railroad  Go.,  26  Minn.  278;  37 
Am.  Rep.  410;  Gram  v.  Railroad  Oo.,  1  N.  Dak.  252;  Coughtry  y. 
Railroad  Co.,  21  Oreg.  245;  Johnston  v.  Railroad  Go.,  2a  Id.  94;  Lee 
V.  Gaa  Light  Co.,  98  N.  T.  115;  Hickman  v.  Railroad  Co.,  66  MlflS. 
154;  etrntra,  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Boland,  68  Ind.  896;  see^ 
also,  CAilcago  &  N.  W.  R.  Oo.  v.  Goss,  73  III.  884. 

Vol,  1—116 
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secure  locomotive^  with  good^  &sie,  and  secure  machinery  aud 
apparatus^  to  move  and  propel  the  same  as  aforesaid. 

III.  That  the  said  defendant  conducted  itself  so  carelessly, 
negligently,  and  unskillfuUy,  that,  by  and  through  the  careless- 
ness, negligence,  and  default  of  the  said  defendant  and  its  ser- 
vants, it  provided,  used,  and  suffered  to  be  used,  an  unsafe, 
defective,  and  insufficient  locomotive,  of  all  which  it  had  notice. 

IV.  That  for  want  of  due  care  and  attention  to  its  duty  in 

that  behalf,  on  the  said day  of ,  18. ., 

at ,  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  locomotive  was 

in  the  use  and  service  of  said  defendant,  upon  said  railroad,  and 
whilst  the  said  plaintiff  was  on  the  same,  in  the  capacity  afore- 
said, for  the  said  defendant,  the  boiler  connected  witii  the 
engine  of  the  said  locomotive,  by  reason  of  the  unsafeness,  de- 
fectiveness, and  insecurity  thereof,  exploded;  whereby  large 
quantities  of  steam  aud  water  escaped  therefrom,  and  fell  upon 
the  said  plaintiff,  by  which  he  was  greatly  scalded,  burnt,  and 
wounded,  and  became  sick,  sore,  and  disordered,  and  so  remained 

for  the  space  of months,  and  was  compelled  to 

expend  the  sum  of dollars  for  medical  attend- 
ance, and  was  prevented  from  attending  to  his  ordinary  busi- 
ness, and  lost  all  the  wages  he  otherwise  would  have  earned, 

to-wit,    the    sum    of    dollars,    to    his    damage 

dollars." 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

i  1838.  Company  liable  for  acts  of  Bervants.  It  has  been  held 
in  a  case  where  men  are  in  the  employ  of  a  manufacturing 
company,  that  where  an  injury  is  suffered  through  the  gro8& 
carelessness  of  the  agent  of  the  company,  the  company  is  not 
liable  in  damages,  where  both  the  injured  party  and  the  agent 
through  whose  neglect  the  injury  was  caused,  were  engaged 
in  their  respective  duties,*^''  It  has  been  the  opinion  in  a  large 
number  of  cases  very  similar  to  those  referred  to,  that  the 

MThe  above  form  Is  partially  taken  from  Nash's  Pleadin^rs  and 
Forms,  and  is  here  given,  although  there  are  grave  doiobts  about  an 
action  lying  against  the  railroad  company  In  a  case  of  that  char- 
acter. This  action  was,  however,  sustained  by  the  Supreme  Oourt 
of  the  state  of  Ohio,  in  Little  Miami  R.  R.  0>.  v.  Stevens,  20  Ohio. 
415;  see,  also.  Diamond  v.  Railroad  Go.,  S  Mont  580;  Johnson  r. 
Boston,  etc.,  Min.  Co.,  16  Mont  1G4.  But  It  seems  the  court  In 
McGlynn  v.  Brodle,  31  Cal.  376,  holds  to  a  different  doctrine^ 

67  Albro  V.  Agawam  Canal  Co.,  6  Gush.  75. 


915  PERSONAL   INJURY,   BY   NEGLIGENCE.      §§    1839,1840 

iu^uiry  bliould  be  made,  *'  Did  the  accident  happen  through 
•  the  fault  of  the  company  or  the  fault  of  its  servanta?  "  and  ii 
through  the  fault  of  the  sen^ants,  and  without  any  fault  on  the 
part  of  the  company,  then  it  would  not  be  liable.  In  the  case 
of  Keegan  v.  Western  Kailroad  Corporation,  8  N.  Y.  175;  59 
Am.  Dec.  476,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable,  on 
the  ground  that  the  neglect  was  that  of  the  corporation,  and 
not  of  its  servants,  and  so  did  not  come  within  the  principle 
established  in  Coon  v.  S.  &  U.  R.  B.  Co.,  5  N.  Y.  492.  The 
locomotive  in  this  case  had  been  reported  as  insufficient  by  the 
engineers,  but  the  corporation  continued  to  use  it;  hence  it 
was  the  fault  of  the  corporation,  and  not  of  its  servants.  Where 
the  injury  was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  an  engineer  who  was  employed  by  a  superintendent  who 
had  full  authority  and  control  of  the  work,  and  employed  and 
discharged  the  workmen,  the  complaint  must  also  allege  that 
the  defendants  were  negligent  in  the  selection  of  their  super- 
intendent, or  it  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action  against  them.^ 

I  183G.  Liability  of  mastar.  A  master  is  bound  to  use  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  to  prevent  accident  or  injury  to  his 
servant,  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  and  is  responsible  in 
damages  for  failure  to  do  so.**  A  common  employer  is  not 
responsible  for  the  injury  to  one  servant,  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  another,  in  the  course  of  their  common  employ- 
ment, unless  he  himself  was  in  fault.^  A  railroad  company 
having  employed  competent  persons  to  supervise  and  inspect 
its  roadbed  and  bridges,  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  to  one  of 
its  servants,  caused  by  the  falling  of  a  bridge,  in  consequence 
of  a  latent  defect." 

I  1840.  Bisk  of  employee.  In  a  California  case  it  is  held 
that  "if  an  employee  works  with  or  near  machinery  which  is 
unsafe,  and  from  which  he  is  liable  to  sustain  injury,  with  a 

M  Collier  V.  Steinhart,  61  Oal.  lift. 

w  Hallower  v.  Henley.  6  Gal.  209;  Riley  v.  Railroad  CJo.,  27  W.  Va. 
145;  Benzine  v.  Stpinway,  101  N.  Y.  547;  Meier  v.  Morf^au,  82  Wis. 
289;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  39. 

•0  Wright  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R,  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  562;  Treadwell 
T.  Mayor  of  New  York,  1  Daly.  123;  Kunz  v.  Rtuart  Id.  431; 
Mathews  r.  Case,  61  Wis.  491;  50  Am.  Rep.  151;  Blake  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  70  Me.  60;  35  Am.  Rep.  297. 

«i  Warner  v.  Erie  Railway  Co.,  39  N.  Y.  468;  see  Cal.  Civil  Coda, 
IS  1969-1971,  inclufllye. 
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knowledge  or  means  of  knowing  its  condition^  he  takes  the  risk 
incident  to  the  employment  in  which  he  is  thus  engaged,  and 
can  not  maintain  an  action  for  injuries  sustained  arising  out 
of  accident^  resulting  from  such  defective  condition  of  the 
machinery/*®^ 

9  1841.  By  executor  or  adminletrator,  against  a  railroad 
company,  for  injuries  causing  death. 

Form  No.  460. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff,  as  the  executor  [or  administrator]  of  the  es- 
tate of  A.  B.,  deceased,  complains  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  was  a  corporation  duly  organized  by  [or  under]  the 
laws  of  this  state  and  was  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  for 
hire,  by  railroad,  between and   

II.  That  on  that  day  said  defendant  received  one  A.  B.  into 
its  cars,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  him  therein  as  a  passen- 
ger from   to   [for   

dollars  paid  to  them  by  said  A.  B.] 

III.  That  while  he  was  such  passenger,  at ,'  a 

station  on  the  line  of  the  said  railroad,  by  and  through  the 
carelessness  of  the  defendant  and  its  servants,  a  collision  oc- 
curred by  which  [the  cars  of  said  railroad  were  thrown  from  the 
track,  and  the  car  in  which  the  said  A.  B.  then  was  waa  precipi- 
tated down  an  embankment,  and  the  said  A.  B.  was  thereby 
killed,  or  as  the  case  may  be]. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  IB. .,  letters 

of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  the  said  A.  B.  were  duly 

issued  by  the  Probate  Court  of  the  county  of ' to 

the  plaintiff,  by  which  he  was  appointed  administrator  of  all 
the  goods  and  credits  belonging  to  the  said  A.  B.  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  he  thereupon  was  qualified  and  entered  upon 
his  duties  of  such  administration. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff.  a.«  such  ex- 
ecutor [or  administrator],  hath  sustained  damage  in  the  sum 
of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jubgment.] 

«2  McGlynn  v.  Brodlc.  31  Cal.  376:  see  McOatrlok  v.  Wason.  4  Ohio 
St.  569;  Hayden  v.  Smith vHle  Mfp:.  Co.,  20  Conn.  558:  WiUlam  r. 
Clouffh.  3  Hnrlst.  Sz  X.  258;  Griffiths  v.  Oidlow.  Id.  64S:  Dynon  v. 
roach,  40  Enp.  L.  &  E.  491;  Skipp  v.  Eastern  Oonntles  Rnllway  Co.. 
9  Exch.  223;  Story  on  Agency,  6th  ed.,  §  453,  and  notes;  Hallower  ▼. 
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I  1842.  By  heirs,  againBt  railroad,  for  injuries  to  employM 
cautfiiig  death,  resulting  from  defective  machinery. 

Form  No.  461, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiffs  complain,  and  allege: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  Mary  Doe  is  the  widow  of  John  Doe, 
deceased;  that  said  plaintiff  and  said  deceased  intermarried  on 
the day  of ,  18 . . 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  James  Doe  is  the  only  child  of  said 
John  Doe,  deceased;  that  the  plaintiff  James  Doe  is  an  infant, 
less  than years  of  age;  that  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action  said  Mary  Doe,  his  mother,  was  by  an  order 

of  the  Superior  Court  of county,  duly  made  and 

given,  appointed  guardian  ad  litem  of  said  infant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  appeajnng  for  him  in  this  action. 

III.  [Allege  defendant's  corporate  existence  and  business,  as 
in  form  No.  469.] 

IV.  That  on  or  about  the   day  of   , 

18. .,  said  defendant  was  the  owner  of,  and  engaged  in  running 
and  operating  a  railroad  "nd  train  of  cars  in  the  county  of 
,  state  of 

V.  That  on  said  day,  and  at  the  time  of  the  injuries  herein- 
after mentioned,  said  John  Doe,  deceased,  was  employed  and 
hired  by  the  defendant  as  a  brakeman  on  said  train,  and  was 
then  and  there  acting  as  and  discharging  the  duties  of  such 
brakeman. 

VI.  That  at  the  time  aforesaid  one  of  the  brake  wheels  and 
brake  machinery  on  said  train,  which  said  John  Doe,  as  such 
brakeman,  was  required  to  operate,  was  imperfectly  constructed, 
defective,  and  unsafe;  that  said  imperfection,  defectiveness,  in- 
adequacy, and  unsafenees  could  have  been  by  said  defendant 
discovered  and  known  by  the  use  and  exercise  by  them  ol 
ordinary  care  and  diligence,  and  were  at  the  time  aforesaid 
known  to  said  defendant;  but  the  same  were  unknown  to  the 
paid  John  Doe. 

VIT.  That  at  the  time  aforesaid,  and  while  said  John  Doe  > 
was  employed  and  engaged  in  the  duties  and  occupation  of 
brakeman,  as  aforesaid,  said  brake-wheel  and  brake  machinery, 
by  reason  of  the  imperfection,  defectiveness,  inadequacy,  and 
unsafeness  thereof,  broke  and  gave  way.  without  any  negli- 

Henley,  «  Oal.  200:  Daniel  v.  Railway  Co.,  36  W.  Va.  307;  32  Am. 
St  Be|>.  870;  Fitzgerald  v.  Paper  0>.,  165  Mass.  165;  31  Am.  St  Rep. 
58Z 
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gence  or  fault  of  said  John  Doe^  by  reason  whereof  said  John 
Doe  was  cast  upon  the  ground^  and  there  crushed  and  kiUed 
by  said  train. 

YIII.  That  said  plaintiffs  were  wholly  dependent  upon  said 
John  Doe  for  subsistence  and  support^  and  by  reason  of  his 
death  are  left  utterly  helpless  and  destitute^  and  are  damaged 

in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1843.  Oonfllot  of  laws.  An  administrator  appointed  in  one 
state  can  not  maintain  an  action  there^  on  the  statute  of  another 
state^  which  gives  to  the  personal  representatives  of  a  person 
killed  by  wrongful  act^  neglect^  or  default^  a  right  to  maintain 
an  action  for  damages  in  respect  thereof^  notwithstanding  the 
death,  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  or  next  of  kin,  against  the 
party  that  would  have  been  liable  if  death  had  not  ensued.** 

9  1844.  Damages.  Damages  ensuing  from  bodily  pain  need 
not  be  alleged  specially  in  the  complaint.®*  But  funeral  ex- 
penses are  not  recoverable,  except  as  special  damages,  if  recover- 
able at  all,  and  must  be  specially  pleaded.*"^ 

<»  Richardson  v.  New  York  Gent.  R.  R.  Co., -98  Mass.  85.  Statutes 
glvlnir  a  right  of  action  for  the  death  of  a  person  wronj^uUy  caused 
bj  another,  though  having  no  extra-territorial  effect,  wiU  be  recog- 
nized by  comity,  and  an  action  may  be  maintained'  in  one  state, 
although  the  wrongful  act  causing  the  death  was  committed  in 
another  state,  upon  proof  of  the  laws  of  the  latter  state  authorizing 
the  action.  Bruce  v.  Railroad  Oo.,  83  Ky.  174;  Leonard  v.  Navigation 
Co.,  84  N.  Y.  48;  38  Am.  Rep.  491;  Knight  v.  Railroad  Oo..  108  Penn. 
St.  250;  56  Am.  Rep.  200;  Wooden  v.  Railroad  CO.,  126  N.  Y.  10;  22 
Am.  St.  Rep.  803;  Stone  v.  Groton,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  77  Hun.  99. 

wCurtiss  V.  Rochester  &  Syra<^use  R  R.  Co.,  20  Barb.  282; 
affirmed,  18  N.  Y.  534;  75  Am.  Dec.  258. 

«  Gay  V.  Winter,  34  Oal.  158;  see  Petrle  v.  Railroad  Co.,  29  a  C. 
303;  Murphy  v.  Railroad  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  445.  A»  to  measure  of 
damages  in  case  oif  the  death  of  a  woman  having  children,  see 
Tilley  V.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  29  N.  Y.  252;  86  Am.  Dec.  297; 
S.  C,  24  N.  Y.  471;  Mclntyre  v.  New  York  Cent  R  R  Co.,  43  Barb. 
682.  It  is  held  that  no  compensation  can  be  given  for  wounded 
feelings,  nor  for  the  pain  and  suffering  of  the  deceased.  Hutchlns 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  44  Minn.  5;  Morgan  v.  South  Pac.  Co.,  95  Oal.  510: 
29  Am.  St.  Rep.  143.  The  recovery  is  for  the  injuries  inflicted  upon 
the  plaintiffs  and  not  for  the  injuries  inflicted  upon  the  deceased. 
Redfleld  v.  Railway  Co.,  110  Oal.  277.  As  to  the  damages  recoverable 
In  this  action,  see,  also,  Pepper  v.  South.  Pac.  Co.,  105  id.  389:  I^e 
V.  South.  Pac.  Co.,  101  id.  118;  Sloane  v.  Railway  Co.,  Ill  id.  668. 
As  to  the  rule  for  pleading  special  damages,  see  ante,  I  326. 
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f  1845.  Liability  for  caucixig  death.  When  the  death  of  a 
person,  not  being  a  minor,  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or 
neglect  of  another,  his  heirs  or  personal  representatives  may 
maintain  an  action  for  damages  against  the  person  causing  the 
death;  or  if  such  person  be  employed  by  another  person  who 
is  responsible  for  his  conduct,  then  also  against  such  other 
person.  In  every  action  under  this  and  the  preceding  section, 
such  damages  may  be  given  as  under  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  may  be  just.^  In  the  case  of  a  minor,  the  father,  or 
where  he  is  deed  or  has  deserted  hid  family,  the  mother,  or  the 
guardian  of  a  ward  may  bring  the  action.^ 

9  1846.  Limitation  of  action*  In  California,  every  action  for 
the  death  of  a  person  by  wrongful  act  shall  be  commenced 
within  two  years  after  the  death  of  such  deceased  person.^ 

I  1847.  NegligesLce.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that  a  ear 
of  the  defendant,  in  charge  of  their  servant  and  agent,  was 
wrongfully  driven  over  a  child,  whereby,  etc.,  and  that  the 
defendants,  by  negligence  of  themselves  and  their  agents,  ran 
over  the  child  and  caused  her  death,  it  was  held  that  evidence 
was  admissible  of  any  facts  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  in  the  construction  of  the  cars,  which  would  have 
aided  in  causing  such  injury.** 

I  1848.  Parties  plaintiff.  A  father,  or  in  case  of  his  death 
or  desertion  of  his  family,  the  mother,  may  maintain  an  action 
for  the  injury  or  death  of  a  child;  and  so  may  a  guardian  for 
the  injury  or  death  of  his  ward.''^  A  parent  may  recover  fhe 
expenses  of  nursing  and  healing  a  minor  child,  even  though 
the  child  be  so  young  that  there  is  no  loss  of  service.''*     An 

«•  CW.  Oode  Olv.  Pro.,  |  8T7.  The  actloii  may  be  brought  either 
by  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  <Mr  by  his  personal  representatives,  but 
when  one  action  is  brought  that  is  the  only  action  which  the  statute 
permlta  Munro  v.  Dredging  Oo.,  84  Gal.  515;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  248. 
The  word  "  heirs  "  in  the  statute  is  used  in  its  common-law  sense, 
and  denotes  those  who  are  capable  of  inheriting  from  the  deceased 
person  generally,  without  reference  to  the  distribution  of  community 
property.    Redfield  v.  Railway  Co.,  110  Oal.  277. 

« OftJ.  Oode  av.  Pro.,  S  376. 

es  Id.,  fi  830,  subd.  3. 

••Oldfield  ▼.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Ooc,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  lOS. 

w  Oal.  Oode  Civ.  Pro..  S  376. 

ti  Sykes  ▼.  Lawler,  49  Gal.  236. 


§§  1849,1850  FOKMS  OF  complaints.  S)20 

action  may  be  maintained  by  a  father  as  administrator  of  aa 
unmarried  infant  son,  and  it  is  not  indispensable  that  deceased 
should  leave  a  widow  and  next  of  kinJ^  A  husband  can  not 
maintain  an  action  for  the  instantaneoiis  killing  of  his  wife 
through  the  negligence  of  defendant.  The  well-settled  com- 
mon-law rule  that  no  damages  can  be  recovered  by  action  for 
injuries  resulting  in  immediate  death  applies  to  actions  brought 
by  a  husband  for  injury  to  his  wife.  The  loss  of  society  and 
assistance  does  not  alter  the  case;  and  the  New  York  statute 
of  1847  has  not  extended  the  remedy  to  such  an  injury.*"  An 
action  in  Pennsylvania  against  a  railroad  company  for  negligence 
in  causing  the  death  of  a  father,  is  properly  brought  in  the  name 
of  all  the  children.  The  recovery  is  for  the  benefit  of  all,  the 
amount  to  be  distributed  as  in  case  of  intestacy.*^^ 

I  1848.  Parties  defendant.  In  New  York,  a  passenger  in 
a  vehicle  or  railroad  car,  injured  by  its  collision  with  another 
vehicle  or  car,  resulting  from  the  concurrent  negligence  of  the 
owners  of  such  vehicles  or  care,  or  their  employees,  may  main- 
tain a  joint  action  against  both.''" 

I  1850.  Personal  ropresentativm.  Every  action  for  the 
death  of  a  peraon,  caused  by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  default 
of  a  person  or  corporation,  shall  be  brought  by  and  in  the 
names  of  the  personal  representatives  of  such  deceased  person." 
The  provision  of  the  Louisiana  statute,  that  the  cause  of  action 
for  the  wrongful  death  of  a  person  shall  survive  to  the  personal 
representatives  for  the  space  of  one  year  from  the  death,  is  a 
legal  subrogation,  in  favor  of  the  persons  designated  to  the 
right  of  action  of  the  deceased;  and  in  case  of  a  suit  under  that 

72  McMahon  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  33  N.  Y.  ©42. 

7B  Green  v.  Hudson  Rlvor  R.  R,  Oo.,  2  Keyee,  294;  affirmins  28 
Barb.  9;  see  Wooden  v.  Railroad  Oo..  126  N.  Y.  10;  22  Am.  SL  Bap. 
808. 

w  North  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson.  44  Penn.  St.  175. 

75  Chapman  v.  New  Havon  R.  R.  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  341 ;  75  Am.  Dec. 
344;  OolegTove  v.  New  York  &  N.  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  498;  75 
Am.  Dec.  418;  Webster  r.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  260; 
ree  dictum  contra  In  Brown  v.  New  York  Cent  R.  R.  Cou.  32  Id.  597: 
88  Am.  Deo.  353;  Mooney  v.  Hudson  Rlrer  R.  R,  Co.,  5  Rob. 
548.  See,  also,  In  support  of  the  text  Quill  v.  Railroad  06-,  16 
Daly,  313;  Railroad  Oo.  v.  McWhlrter,  77  Tex.  357;  19  Am.  St 
755;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Land  Co.,  27  Fla.  1. 

76  See  notes,  anti- 
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bubrogation,  tlie  plaintiff  should  allege  that  his  cause  of  actiou 
wafi  derived  from  deceased  under  the  statute,  and  a  neglect 
to  do  this  will  be  fatal.*^*^ 

I  1851.  Special  damage.  In  an  action  for  death  by  the 
wrongful  act  of  a  person,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove 
special  damageJ^ 

I  1852.  What  must  be  shown.  To  maintain  an  action  for 
causing  by  wrongful  acts  the  death  of  or  injury  to  a  person 
two  things  must  be  shown:  1.  An  obstruction  in  the  road 
by  the  fault  of  the  defendant;  2.  No  want  of  ordinary  care  ou 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  party  injured.  The  gravamen  of 
the  action  is  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  plaintiff  can 
not  recover  where  it  appears  that  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
ceased or  person  injured  contributed  in  any  degree  to  the  death 
or  injury  Bustained.*^®  But  in  cases  where  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants  is  affirmatively  shown,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  the 
conduct  of  the  deceased  or  person  injured,  the  jury  are  at  liberty 
to  infer  ordinary  care  and  diligence  on  his  part,  taking  into 
consideration  his  character  and  habits  as  proved,  and  the  natural 
instinct  of  self-preservation.®*^  In  such  actions,  if  the  plaintiff 
niakee  a  case  which  does  not  charge  the  deceased  or  the  person 
injured  with  negligence,  the  case  should  be  permitted  to  go 
to  the  jury,  under  appropriate  instructions.®^ 

I  1862a.  The  same  —  suiBcieiiey  of  complaint.  A  complaint 
by  an  administratrix  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 

TTBIarhart  v.  New  Orleans,  etc.,  R.  R  Oa.,  17  La.  Ann.  243. 

78  Keller  v.  New  York  Otent  R.  R  Co.,  24  How.  Pr.  172;  Mc- 
Intyre  ▼.  New  York  Cent  R  R  Oo.,  43  Barb.  532.  In  an  action 
undw  the  New  York  statute  (Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §fi  1902-4),  for  the 
negligent  killing  of  a  person,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  actual 
damages.  Damages  are  implied  from  an  allegation  of  the  wrong- 
ful act,  and  no  other  allegation  that  damages  have  been  sustained 
by  those  beneficially  interested  in  the  action  is  necessary.  Kenney 
y.  Railroad  Co.,  2  N.  Y.  Bupp.  512;  49  Hon,  535;  15  Civ.  Pro.  R  347. 
The  lose  of  the  comfort,  society,  support  and  protection  of  the 
deceased  may  be  considered  by  the  jury  for  the  purpose  of  estimat- 
ing the  pecuniary  loss.  Munro  v.  Dredging  Co..  84  Gal.  515;  18 
Am.  St  Rep.  248;  Morgan  v.  South.  Pac.  Co.,  95  Cal.  510;  EEyde 
V.  Union  Pac.  R.  R  Co.,  7  Utah,  356. 

7»Gay  V.  Winter,  34  Cftl.  153. 

»ld. 

ttld. 
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death  caused  by  negligence^  which  alleges,  in  substance^  that 
the  defendant  negligently  left  unprotected  an  open  hatchway 
on  its  vessel,  through  which  the  deceaBed,  who  was  lawfully 
employed  on  the  vessel,  was  precipitated  and  killed,  owing  to 
his  being  struck  by  a  barrel  of  lime  by  and  through  the  care- 
lessness and  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  its  servants  and 
employees,  in  and  about  the  loading  of  the  vessel,  states  a  cause 
of  action,  and  shows  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
of  the  vessel.^^  It  is  not  necessary  in  an  action  for  causing 
death  by  negligence,  for  the  defendaat  to  all^e  that  the  wrong 
was  committed  in  another  state,  but  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to 
allege  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction.^ 
A  complaint  or  petition  in  such  action  is  fatally  defective, 
which  fails  to  show  that  the  person  or  persons  for  whose  benefit 
the  action  is  brought  have  sustained  pecuniary  injury  by  the 
death  of  the  deceased.®*  And  such  defective  complaint  or  pe- 
tition will  not  support  even  a  judgment  for  nominal  damages.^ 

I  1853.  Widow  and  next  of  kin.  It  was  held  in  the  Superior 
Court  of  New  York  that  a  complaint  of  this  kind  must  expressly 
allege  that  there  is  a  widow,  or  next  of  kin,  giving  their  names, 
and  alleging  that  they  had  sustained  pecuniary  injury.^  But 
the  doctrine  of  this  case  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  later 
cases,®^ 

sa  Davies  v.  Oceanic  Bteamship  Co.,  89  Oal.  280. 

83  Debevoise  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R..  B.  CSo.,  98  N.  Y.  377;  60  Am. 
Rep.  68a. 

S4  0i^gall  V.  Railroad  Co.,  46  Neb.  4;  Anderson  v.  Railroad  Co., 
85  id.  95;  Coops  v.  Railroad  Oo.,  66  Mich.  448;  Cbarlebois  v.  Rail- 
road Oo.,  91  id.  59;  l>opping  v.  Town  of  St.  Lawrence,  86  Wis.  526. 

M  Organ  V.  Railroad  Co.,  46  Neb.  4;  Hurst  v.  Railroad  Co.,  84 
Mich.  539.  See,  also,  as  to  insufficient  allegations  in  complaint  or 
petition  In  this  action,  Henry  v.  Lumber  Go.,  48  La.  Ann.  960; 
MiHer  v.  Coffin,  19  R.  I.  336;  36  Atl.  Rep.  6. 

asSafford  v.  Drew,  3  Duer,  627;  and  see  preceding  section. 

87  Chapman  v.  Rothwell,  El.,  Bl.  &  El.  168;  Quin  v.  Moore,  15 
N.  Y.  436;  Oldfleld  v.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Oo.,  14  id.  316; 
Dickens  v.  New  York  Cent.  R  R.  Co..  28  Barb.  41;  Keller  v. 
New  York  Cent  R  R  Co.,  17  How.  Pr.  102.  The  first  of  these 
rases  expressly  decides  that  no  allegation  of  damages  to  the  next 
of  kin  is  necessary;  and  though  the  whole  doctrine  of  Safford  v. 
Drew  is  not  overruled  in  terms,  yet  It  is  in  effect,  and  that  nominal 
damages,  at  leasts  may  be  recovered  on  the  above  complaint,  with 
lllierty  to  prove  actual  damage.  In  California,  however,  the  stat- 
ute especially  provides  for  this  class  of  actions.    See  CaL  Code  Otv. 
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I  1854.  Against  a  municipal  corporation,  for  injnrioa  cauMd 
by  leaving  the  street  in  an  insecure  state. 

Form  No.  462, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaiDB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  municipal  corporation,  duly  or* 
ganized  under  the  laws  of  this  state. 

II.  That,  among  other  things,  it  iB>  by  its  charter,  made  its 
duty  to  keep  the  streets  in  said  city  in  good  order,  and  at  all 
times  properly  to  protect  any  excavations  made  in  said  streets, 
by  placing  lights  and  signals  thereat  to  indicate  danger. 

III.  That  a  certain  street  in  said  city,  known  as , 

was  and  is  a  common  thoroughfare,  and  used  by  the  citizens 
thereof  and  others;  and  that  the  duty  of  said  defendant  as  to 
said  street  was,  and  became  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  a 
-matter  of  public  and  general  concern. 

IV.  That  on  or  about  the day  of   , 

18. .,  a  deep  and  dangerous  excavation  [hole  or  trench]  was  dug 
in  said  street  [or  an  obstruction  was  placed  in  said  street,  and 
negligently  left  therein],  and  suffered  by  the  defendant,  dur- 
ing a  night  on  or  about  said  day,  to  remain  open,  exposed,  and 
without  proper  protection,  and  without  any  light  or  signal 
to  indicate  danger. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff  on  the  night  aforesaid  was  lawfully 
traveling  on  said  street,  and  was  wholly  unaware  of  danger,  and 
was  accidentally,  and  without  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part, 
precipitated  into  said  excavation  [hole  or  trench],  whereby  he 
received  great  bodily  injury,  and  was  made  sick  and  sore,  and 
was  thereby  kept  to  his  bed,  and  detained  from  business  for 

days,  and  was  in  consequence  thereof  compelled 

to  expend   dollars  for  medical  attendance  and 

nursing,  and  has  been  made  permanently  lam6>  to  his  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1866.  Cause  of  deal^.  The  responsibility  in  cases  of  a  per- 
sonal injury  from  falling  through  a  defective  sidewalk  is  upon 
him  who  has  the  control  and  management  of  the  work.^ 

Pro.,  SS  376.  377.  So,  In  New  York.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  g§  1902-4.  See 
preceding  section  and  cases  there  cited. 

WBoswell  V.  Laird,  8  CjiI.  469;  68  Am.  Dec.  345;  Fanjoy  v. 
Soales,  29  Cal.  243;  followed  In  Do  Pratt  v.  Lick,  38  id.  691;  see, 
also,  Eustace  v.  Jahns,  id.  3. 


§§  1856-1860  FOBMS  OF  complaints.  924 

I  186G.  Cozporationy  liability  of .  A  city  having  the  power 
and  duty  of  lighting  its  streets  is  liable  for  injnhes  or  deatn 
caused  by  a  party's  falling  off  a  bridge,  opened  for  the  passage 
of  a  vessel,  in  consequence  of  its  being  insufficiently  lighted.^ 
It  is  not  liable  for  negligence  of  a  member  of  paid  fire  de- 
partment.«> 

I  1857.  Defect  in  hii^hways.  Where  plaintiff  was  injmed 
owing  to  a  defect  in  a  highway,  but  would  not  have  been  if  the 
horse  had  not  been  vicious — he  had  never  driven  the  horse  be- 
fore, and  did  not  know  of  its  viciousness  —  it  was  held  that 
plaintiff  could  recover  substantial  damages.^^ 

I  1868.  Drover,  liability  of.     The  law  governing  the  liability 

of  persons  for  driving  cattle  through  the  streets  of  a  city,  for 
damages  caused  by  injuring  a  person  lawfidly  in  the  street^ 
without  any  fault  on  his  part,  is  the  same  as  that  by  which  the 
carriers  of  passengers  are  governed. •^ 

i  1859.  Dug,  opened,  and  made.  In  a  suit  caused  by  a  per- 
son's falling  into  an  area  in  a  public  sidewalk,  a  declaration 
charging  that  the  defendant  "dug,  opened,  and  made''  the 
area,  is  sustained  by  proof  that  he  formed  it  partially  by  excsr 
vation,  and  partially  by  raising  walls.^ 

I  1880.  Foundation  of  action.  The  foundation  of  this  ac- 
tion is  the  personal  tort  of  the  defendant,  and  not  of  his  testa- 
tors. The  defect  in  the  street  from  which  the  injury  resulted 
to  plaintiff  is  not  alleged  to  have  existed  anterior  to  the  death 
of  such  testator;  hence  no  obligation  was  incurred  by  the  testa- 
tor in  his  lifetime  in  respect  thereto,  which  could  serve  as  a 
basis  for  a  valid  claim  against  his  estate,  or  a  hght  of  action 
against  the  administrator  of  his  estate  9b  such.^ 

80  Chicago  V.  Powers,  42  III.  100;  89  Am.  Dec.  41H.  See  aft  to 
sidewalks,  Bloomington,  City  of,  v.  Bay,  42  111.  508.  As  to  the  lia- 
bility of  corporations  for  neglect  to  have  proper  precautions  taken 
for  the  safety  of  the  public,  see  Grant  v.  Olty  of  Brooklyn,  41  Barb. 
381;  Davenport  v.  Rnckman,  10  Bosw.  20. 

ooH6ward  v.  San  Francisco,  51  Cal.  52l 

91  Daniels  v.  Town  of  Saybrook,  34  Oonn.  877. 

92  Ficken  v.  Jones,  28  Cal.  618. 

Mi,  Bobbins  v.  Chicago  City,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  857. 
94  Bustace  v.  Jahns,  38  Cal.  8. 
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I  1861.  Nonrepair,  of  premlsM.  A  complaint  against  the 
owner  of  premises  leased  to  a  third  person^  to  recover  damages 
sustained  by  plaintiff  by  the  falling  of  a  part  of  the  building 
through  want  of  repairs^  is  bad  on  demurrer^  unless  it  states 
facte  from  which  the  court  can  say  that  the  owner  was  bound  to 
keep  the  premises  in  repair.  A  mere  general  allegation  that  de- 
fendant waa  bound  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair  is  iuBufB- 
cienL^** 

I  1862.  Saspondeat  suporior.  The  responsibility,  in  case^ 
of  peiTBonal  injuries,  is  upon  him  who  ha^  the  control  and 
management  of  the  work,  and  the  relation  of  respondeat  superior 
has  no  application  where  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
does  not  exist.^  Where  there  is  no  power  of  selection  or  direc- 
tion, there  can  be  no  superior,  and  where  a  man  is  employed 
to  do  the  work  with  his  own  means  and  by  his  own  servant, 
ha  has  the  power  of  selection  and  direction,  and  he,  and  not 
the  person  for  whom  the  work  is  principally  done,  is  the 
superior.*^ 

I  1868.  Street  contractor  —  liabilities.  The  responsibility  in 
oases  of  repairs  in  public  streets  made  by  a  contractor  rests  upon 
him  who  has  control  and  management  of  the  work.  The  doc- 
trine of  respondeat  superior  has  no  application  where  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant  does  not  exist,  but  where  a  man  is 
employed  to  do  the  work  with  his  own  means  and  by  his  own 
servants,  he  and  not  the  person  for  whom  the  work  is  being 
primarily  done  is  the  superior.®®  The  law  does  not  impose 
upon  the  owner  of  a  lot  fronting  on  a  street  of  an  incorporated 
city,  the  duty  to  repair  a  defect  in  the  portion  of  the  public 
street  upon  which  his  lot  abuts  or  fronts.^     The  only  duty 

•BOasey  v.  Mann,  5  Abb.  Pr.  91;  S.  C,  sub  noni.  Corey  v.  Mann, 
14  How.  Pr.  162;  see  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  508. 

MFanJoy  v.  Seales,  29  Gal.  ^3.  The  doctrine  approved  in  Du 
Pratt  V.  Lick,  38  Id.  G91;  and  sec  Lancaster  v.  Insurance  Go.,  92 
Mo.  460;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  739. 

WFanJoy  v.  Seales,  29  C5al.  243;  cited  and  followed  in  Du  Pratt 
V.  Lick,  38  id  691;  see,  also,  Carlson  v.  Stocking,  91  Wis.  432; 
Dane  v.  Chemical  Co..  164  Masa.  453. 

MBoBweU  V.  Laird,  8  Cal.  4(59:  <)8  Am.  Dec.  345.  The  doctrine 
recognized  in  Panjoy  v.  Seales.  29  Cal.  243;  and  followed  in  the 
cases  of  Du  Pratt  v.  Lick,  38  id.  791:  O'Hale  v.  Sacramento,  48  id. 
212p  and  Krause  v.  Sacramento,  id.  221;  see  Colgrove  v.  Smith,  102 
id.  220;  Spence  v.  Schultz,  108  id.  206. 

w  Buatace  v.  Jahns,  38  Gal.  3. 
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imposed  upon  him  is  the  payment  of  the  assessment  which  shall 
be  lawfully  imposed  upon  his  lots  or  lands.  So  the  owner  of 
property  is  not  liable  for  the  torts  of  servants  employed  by  the 
contractor,^^  nor  for  omission  or  negligence  of  contractor  so 
employ ed.*^^  But  the  principal  contractor  is  liable  for  negli-' 
gence  of  subcontractors  and  their  servants.  ^^  So  of  a  party 
obtaining  authority  to  do  work  in  a  public  street.^^  But  public 
officers  are  not  within  the  rule  of  employer  and  employee,  and 
are  not  responsible  for  persons  employed  under  them.^*^  Where 
a  party  was  injured  by  falling  at  night  into  an  excavation  made 
in  grading  the  street  of  a  city,  under  a  city  contract,  given  out 
in  obedience  to  the  law,  owing  to  the  failure  to  put  lights  or 
guards  about  the  place,  the  contractor  and  not  the  city  is 
liable.!* 

I  1864.  For  inJurlM  caused  by  rubbish  in  the  street,  whereby 
plaintiff  was  thrown  from  his  carriage. 

Form  No.  463. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  or  aibout  the   dav  of 

,  18. .,  wrongfully  placed  large  quantities  of  lum- 
ber and  bricks  in  the  public  highway  [known  as 

street],  in ,  and  negligently  left  the  same  therein, 

obstructing  the  highway  during  the  night  time,  and  without 
proper  protection  or  notice  to  citizens  and  travelers  against 
accidents. 

II.  That  by  reason  of  said  negligence  and  improper  conduct 
of  the  defendant,  in  the  night  time  of  that  day,  the  carriage 
of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  plaintiff  therein,  then  passing  through 
said  street,  was  accidentally  driven  against  the  said  lumber  and 
earth,  and  was  thereby  overturned;  by  means  whereof  the 
plaintiff  was  bruised  and  wounded,  and  was  for days 

100  Van  Wert  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  28  How.  Pr.  451;  O'R^urke 
V.  Hart,  7  Bobw.  511;  Schular  v.  Hudson  Kiver  R.  R.  Co.,  38  Barb. 
653. 

101  Fish  V.  Dodge,  38  Barb.  163;  Benedict  v.  Martin,  36  id.  288; 
Engel  V.  Eureka  Club,  137  N.  Y.  100;  33  Am.  Rep.  602;  Pink  v. 
Missouri  Furnace  Co.,  82  Mo.  276;  52  Am.  Rep.  376;  PoweU  v. 
OonstructioQ  Co.,  88  Tenn.  602;  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  925. 

i02Oreed  v.  Hartmat  29  N.  Y.  501;  86  Am.  Dec.  341. 

108  McOamus  v.  Citizens'  Gaa  lAisht  Co..  40  Barb.  380. 

104  Murphy  v.  Commissioners  of  Immlj^rntion.  27  How.  Pr.  41. 

106  James  v.  San  Francisco,  City  of,  6  Cal.  528;  65  Am.  Dec.  528. 
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prevented  from  attending  to  his  business,  and  was  compelled  to 
expend,  and  did  expend dollars  for  medical  at- 
tendance and  nursing,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

I  1866.  Mutual  negligenoe.  Where  a  child  was  killed  by 
the  fall  of  a  counter  on  which  he  was  climbing,  and  which 
had  been  left  in  the  street  of  a  city  for  two  or  three  weeks,  the 
child  being  six  years  old,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  playing 
imattended  six  blocks  from  home,  it  was  held  that  the  city  was 
no  more  negligent  than  the  parents  of  the  child,  and  was  not 
liable.i«» 

I  1866.  For  inJuTies  caused  by  leaving  a  hatchway  open. 

Form  No.  464, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  the 

defendant  was  the  occupant  of  the  [store  No 

street],  and  had  possession  and  control  of  the  hatchway  herein- 
after mentioned. 

II.  That  on  the  said  day  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  said  [store 
or  building],  by  permission  of  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose 
of  transacting  business  with  him  [or  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  —  state  what]. 

in.  That  the  hatchway  on  the  [second]  story  of  the  said 
building  was  then,  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  left  open, 
and  not  in  any  manner  protected. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  thereof  the  plaintiff  fell  through  tUe 
said  hatchway,  and  was  much  injured  [state  special  damage, 
if  any,  as],  and  was  confined  to  his  bed  and  detained  from  busi- 
ness for days,  was  compelled  to  expend 

dollars  for  medical  attendance  and  nursing,  and  has  been  made 

permanently  lame,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1867.  The  same  —  another  form. 

Form  No.  46$. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

the  defendant  was  the  owner,  and  had  possession 


loe  Chicago  v.  Starr,  42  in.  174;  89  Am.  Dec.  422. 
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And  control  of  a  certain  building  and  premises  [describe  them], 
with  the  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  which  building  was 
then  occupied  by  him  as  [designate  the  uses  of  a  building,  if 
a  public  resort]. 

II.  That  said  building  was  negligently  and  carelessly  built, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  in  the  public  hall  in  the  third  stoiy  of 
the  same,  at  the  time  of  its  erection  and  leasing  by  the  def^d- 
ant,  as  well  as  at  the  time  hereinbefore  mentioned,  an  unguarded 
hatchway,  opening  into  the  second  story. 

III.  That  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  and 
while  the  owner  and  occupant  [or  while  the  occupant]  of  said 
building,  did  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  negligently  leave 
the  same  open  and  unprotected,  by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  then  lawfully  in  said  building,  and  in  pursuit  of  his 
business  [or  otherwise  show  for  what  purpose,  and  by  what  right, 
the  plaintiff  was  there],  then  and  there  necessarily  and  care- 
fully passing  along  said  hall,  fell  through  said  hatchway. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  thereof  the  plaintiff  was  greatly 
injured,  and  became  sick  and  lame,  and  so  remained  for  a  long 

time  [or  so  still  remains],  and  was  during  the  space  of , 

prevented  from  attending  to  his  business  as ,  and 

was  compelled  to  expend dollars  for  medical  at- 
tendance [or  otherwise  state  injuries  to  plaintiff] ^  to  his  dam- 
age    dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1868.  For  injuries  causM  by  vicious  dog. 

Form  No.  466. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  was  the  keeper  [or  owner]  of  a 

certain  vicious  dog,  which  was  accustomed  to  bite  mankind. 

TI.  That  the  said  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  did 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  keep  and  harbor  the  said  vicious  dog, 
and  wrongfully  and  negligently  suffered  such  dog  to  go  at  large, 
without  teing  properly  guarded  or  confined. 

TIT.  That  while  so  kept  as  aforesaid,  the  said  dog  did  bite 
and  greatly  wound  this  plaintiff  [state  the  particulars],  whereby 
this  plaintiff  became  sick  nnd  sore  and  lamt^.  flud  po  contimipd 
for  the  ppace  of  [pix  montli«1  thence  next  followinsr:  and  wn« 
obliged  to  pay,  and  did  expend dollars  for  medical 
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attendance  consequent  thereon,  and  was  prevented  during  all 
-aid  months  of  sickness  from  attending  to  his  lawful  affairsi  to 

his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  IseD.  AT«nii«nti  esaentiaL  The  averment  that  he  waa  of 
a  mischievous  or  ferocious  nature  is  simply  an  averment  that 
the  dog  would  bite  men,  that  he  was  accustomed  to  bite,  and 
this  is  best  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  he  did  bite  plaintiff. 
There  are  three  necessary  averments:  1.  That  the  dog  would 
bite  mankind;  2.  That  the  owner  or  keeper  knew  it;  and, 
3.  That  he  did  bite  plaintiff.  When  all  this  is  proved,  it  mat- 
ters not  how  carefully  the  dog  was  kept;  the  owner  or  keeper 
has  no  right  to  keep  such  a  dog  at  all.^^  Chitty  advises  counts 
averring  that  the  dog  was  of  a  ferocious  and  mischievous  nature, 
and  also  for  not  keeping  the  dog  properly  secured  or  fed,  as  the 
facta  may  be.*^ 

I  1870.  Hisdiievoiis  animals.  The  gist  of  an  action  for 
keeping  a  mischievous  animal,  at  conmion  law,  is  the  keeping 
of  the  animal  after  knowledge  of  its  mischievous  propensities. 
And  a  declaration  is  sufficient  which  alleges  the  ferocity  of  the 
animal,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  without  any  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care.*^ 

107  M'GaBkill  v.  EUiot,  5  Strobh.  196;  53  Am.  Dec.  706;  but  the  cases 
of  Jones  V.  Perry,  2  Bsp.  482;  and  Gockerham  v.  Nixon,  11  Ired.  269. 
seem  to  make  a  distinction.  See  Muller  v.  McKesson,  73  N.  T.  196; 
29  Am.  Rep.  123;  Fake  v.  Addicks,  45  Minn.  37;  22  Am.  St  Rep.  716: 
WoodtMidge  v.  Marks.  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  728. 

108  2  Chit  PI.  597. 

100  PoppleweU  y.  Pierce.  10  Gush.  509,  and  oases  there  cit&TS;  see 
Finney  v.  Curtis.  78  Gal.  496.  It  is  unnecessary  to  allegre  and  i  rove 
scienter,  where  It  is  alleged  that  the  injury  was  done  while  the  animal 
was  negligently  permitted  by  the  defendant  to  trespass  upon  the 
plalntUTs  premises.  Mosier  v.  Beale,  43  Fed.  Rep.  3bS;  Shipley  v. 
Goldough,  81  Mich.  624;  21  Am.  St  Rep.  546;  Malone  v.  Knowlton, 
15  N.  T.  Supp.  506.  A  comi^alnt  in  an  action  to  recover  damages 
alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  bite  of  a 
vicious  dog  owned  and  kept  by  the  defendant,  in  consequence  of 
the  negUgent  manner  in  which  the  defendant  kept  the  dog,  need 
not  negative  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Boyd  V.  Oddousy  97  Oal.  510.  Contra,  Gregory  v.  Woodworth,  96 
Iowa,  246.  In  an  action  for  injuries  inflicted  by  a  vicious  dog. 
such  damages  as  are  the  direct  and  obvious  results  of  the  injuries 
received  by  the  plaintiff,  including  physical  pain  and  mental  an- 
guish, need  not  be  specially  alleged  in  order  to  recover  compensa- 
tion therefor.  Robinson  v.  Marino,  3  Wash.  St  434;  28  Am.  St 
Rep.  50. 

Vol.  T— 117 
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I  1871.  Ownership.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  an  action  for 
damages  sustained  by  the  bite  of  a  dog,  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  owned  the  dog.  It  is  sufficient  on 
this  point  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  defendant  kept  the 
dog."^ 

I  1872.  Scienter.    The  ^ri^^er  must  be  alleged  and  proved.^^ 

I  1878.  Vidons  horse.  Defendant  negligently  let  his  horse 
go  loose  and  unattended  in  the  street  of  a  city,  where  the  horse 
kicked  the  plaintiff;  it  was  held  that  defendant  was  liable,  with- 
out proof  that  the  horse  was  vicious.**^ 

I  1874.  Against  physician  for  maltreatment. 

Form  No.  467. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  since  the   day  of 

>  18 . .,  has  been  a  physiciam,  and  that  the  plaintiff, 

at  ,  in  the  month  of  ,  18 . . ,  em- 
ployed the  defendant  as  such,  to  cure  him  of  a  malady  from 
which  he  then  suffered,  for  compensation  to  be  pcdd  therefor, 
and  for  that  purpose  the  defendant  undertook,  as  a  physician, 
to  attend  and  cure  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  entered  upon  such  employment,  but 
did  not  use  due  and  proper  care  or  skill  in  endeavoring  to  cure 
the  plaintiff  of  the  said  malady,  in  this:  the  defendant  did  not 
[here  state  what  defendant  failed  to  do  that  he  should  have 
done,  or  what  he  did  that  he  should  not  have  done]. 

110  Wilkinson  v.  Parrott,  32  Cal.  102;  and  see  Flcken  v.  Jones. 
28  Id.  618;  Brlce  v.  Bauer,  108  N.  Y.  428;  2  Am.  St  Rep.  455; 
Manger  v.  Shlpman,  30  Neb.  352;  Mitchell  v.  Chase,  87  Me.  172; 
Lunt  V.  Moore,  38  N.  T.  Supp.  1005. 

111  1  M.  &  S.  238;  Smith  y.  Pelah,  2  Strange,  1204;  Vrooman  v. 
Lawyer,  13  Johns.  339;  Jones  v.  Ferry,  2  Eisp.  482;  Beck  v.  Dyson, 
4  Gamp.  108;  Judge  v.  Cox,  1  Starkle,  285;  Blackman  v.  Simmons, 
3  O.  &  P.  138;  Marsh  v.  Jones,  21  Vt.  378;  52  Am.  Dec.  67;  Van 
Leuven  v.  Lyke,  1  N.  Y.  515;  49  Am.  Dec.  346;  see  fi  1870,  a^Ue^ 
Tf  the  owner  of  an  animal  has  notice  that  its  disposition  Is  such 
that  It  would  be  likely  to  commit  an  injury  similar  to  the  one 
complained  of,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  notice  be  of  injury 
actually  committed.  Brlce  v.  Bauer,  108  N.  Y.  428;  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 
454.  And  a  servant's  knowledge  of  the  animal's  vlciousness  to 
imputable  to  the  master.    Id. 

119  Diokson  V.  McOoy,  39  N.  Y.  400;  see,  alao^  Norris  v.  Kolilsi; 
411d.'lSl 
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III.  That  by  reason  of  the  several  premises,  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  in  his  health  and  constitution,  suffered  great  pain,  was 
weakened  in  body,  and  was  obliged  to  and  did  expend  the  sum 

of dollars,  in  endeavoring  to  be  cured  of  the  said 

sickness,  w  hich  was  prolonged  and  increased  by  the  said  unskill- 
ful and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendant,  to  the  damage  of 

the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1876.  Implied  promise.  The  employment  of  a  physician  in 
this  country  raises  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  his  services. 
The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  malpractice  may  allege  that  de- 
fendant was  a  physician,  and  as  such  was  called  on  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  undertook  as  such  to  administer  medicines,  etc. 
This  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  duty  of  skill  and  care  on  his  part.^^ 
Evidence  of  reputed  skill  is  held  to  be  material.^^^ 

I  1876.  Agftinrt  surgeon,  for  malpractice. 

Form  No.  468. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18..,  the 

plaintiff  by  accident  broke  his  leg. 

II.  That  he  then  employed  the  defendant,  who  is  a  susgeon, 
as  such  surgeon,  for  reasonable  reward  to  be  paid  therefor,  to 
set  and  heal  the  same. 

III.  That  the  defendant  so  negligently  and  unskillfully  con- 
ducted himself,  in  attempting  to  set  said  leg  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  [here  state  the  consequences,  as,  inflammation  ensued,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  have  his  leg  amputated]. 

IV.  That  by  reason  of  said  negligence  and  unskillfulness  the 

plaintiff  was  made  sick  and  was  kept months  from 

attending  to  his  business  as  [engineer],  and  was  compelled  to 

pay  and  did  pay dollars  expense  for  nursing,  and 

is  permanently  a  cripple;  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
Where  a  physician  or  surgeon  takes  the  charge  of  a  patient, 
he  assumes  an  implied  obligation  to  treat  the  case  with  reason- 
able diligence,  carefulness  and  skill.^^^    In  an  action  against  a 

lis  Peck  V.  Martin.  17  Ind.  115. 
114  Oarpenter  v.  Blake.  50  N.  T.  006. 

lis  Potter  V.  Warner.  91  Penn.  St  862;  86  Am.  Rep.  068;  Blj  T. 
:Wllbur,  49  N.  J.  L.  685;  60  Am.  Rep.  668. 


g  1876  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  932 

physician  for  malpractice,  the  plaintiff  may  elect  to  sue  on  con- 
tract, and  thus  waive  the  tort*^*  A  complaint  alleging  that 
the  plaintiff,  having  injured  his  right  shoulder  and  arm,  ''  the 
defendant;  being  then  a  practicing  physician  and  surgeon,  as 
such  undertook  faithfully,  skillfully,  and  diligently  to  treat 
and  set,  and  endeavor  to  cure  and  heal  said  arm  and  shoulder,'' 
followed  by  proper  averments  as  to  his  lack  of  skill,  negligence 
etc.,  sets  out  an  action  in  tort,  and  not  on  contract ^^^  Partners 
in  the  practice  of  medicine  are  all  liable  for  an  injury  to  a 
patient  resulting  from  the  negligence,  either  of  omission  or 
commission,  of  any  one  of  the  partners  within  the  scope  of 
their  partnership  business.  But  for  an  injury  resulting  from 
the  act  of  one  partner  outside  of  the  common  business,  the 
offending  partner  is  alone  responsible.^*® 

116  Lane  v.  Bolcourt,  128  Ind.  420;  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  442. 

117  De  Hart  v.  Haun,  128  Ind.  378. 

lis  Hyme  v.  Erwin,  2a  S.  O.  226;  55  Am.  Rep.  15;  and  see  Hesa 
V.  Lowrey,  122  Ind.  225;  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  365* 
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TIOLATION  OF  PEBSONAL  BIGHTS. 

I  1877.  Agftlprt  officers  of  an  electioiiy  for  refusing  pUlntiiE's 
▼ote. 

Form  No.  469. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendants  were  the  inspectors  and  judges  of  an 

election  duly  held  at ,  in  and  for  the 

precinct,  in  the  city  of ,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  [state  what 

officers],  and  being  duly  appointed  and  qualified  as  such  in- 
spectors and  judges^  the  defendants  had  the  polls  open  for  said 

election  at  No street   [or  at  the  schoolhouse] 

in  said  town  [or  city]  hetween  the  hours  of and 

on  the  day  aforesaid. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  then  was,  and  for  the  space  of 

months  had  been  a  citizen  of  the  state  of ,  and 

then  was,  and  for  the  space  of days  had  been,  a 

resident  in  said  town  [or  ward,  or  otherwise,  according  to  the 
statute],  and  was  a  legal  elector  at  said  election  [or  that  the 
plaintiff  was  registered  in  the  grand  register  of  the  city  and 

county  of ,  and  was  enrolled  on  the  poll  lists  of 

the  said precinct]. 

III.  That  as  such  elector,  the  plaintiff,  while  the  polls  were 
so  open,  duly  offered  to  the  defendants  his  vote  or  ballot  for 
the  election  of  [insert  what  officers  he  offered  to  vote  for,  as 
sheriff,  etc.],  in  and  for  said  town,  and  requested  them  to  re- 
ceive the  same. 

IV.  That  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  duty,  wrong- 
fully refused  to  receive  or  deposit  the  same,  although  they  and 
each  of  them  then  well  knew  he  was  a  qualified  voter,  whereby 
he  was  deprived  of  his  vote  at  said  election,  to  his  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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I  1878.  Facts  must  be  alleged.  In  an  action  for  refufling 
plaintiff's  Yote^  the  particular  facts  upon  which  plaintiff's  right 
to  vote  dependB,  must  be  alleged.^ 

I  1879.  Xalloe.     The  averment  of  malice  is  unnecessary.' 

I  1880.  Tor  criminal  conversation. 

Form  No.  470. 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  A.  B.  is^  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 
the  wife  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  on  or  about  the   day  of  , 

18. .  [the  day  or  about  the  day  the  first  act  of  adultery  can  be 
proved],  and  on  other  days  after  that  day,  defendant,  wrongfully 
contriving  and  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  deprive 
him  of  the  comfort,  society,  aid,  and  assistance  of  his  wife 
[forcibly  and  without  the  consent  of  the  said  A.  B.],  wickedly, 
willfully,  and  maliciously  debauched  and  carnally  knew  the 
said  A.  B.,  without  the  privity  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  affection  which  the 
said  A.  B.,  therefore,  had  for  the  plaintiff  was  alienated  and 
destroyed,  and  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the  comfort,  society, 
aid,  and  assistance  which  he  otherwise  would  have  had  from 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  has  suffered  great  distress  of  body  and  mind, 
to  his  great  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1881.  Character  of  action.  An  action  by  the  husband,  for 
crim.  con.,  is  an  action  for  injury  to  the  person.' 

1  Oarry  v.  Cta.bll88,  a?  Mo.  330.  Petition  sufflclently  stating  cause 
of  action  to  compel  admission  of  pupils  to  school.  See  Marion  v. 
Territory,  -1  Okl.  210.  A  complaint  by  a  person  elalmlnfir  to  be 
entitled  to  an  office  as  an  honorably  discharged  soldier  Is  sufficient 
if  It  shows  his  eligibility  from  his  position  on  the  civil  service  list, 
and  his  military  services,  and  need  not  state  that  the  Incumbent 
is  not  an  honorably  discharged  soldier  or  sailor.  People  v.  Tobey, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  577. 

a  Jeffries  v.  Ankeny,  11  Ohio,  372;  Thacker  v.  Hawk.  Id.  376; 
Lincoln  v.  Hapgood,  11  Mass.  350;  Capen.v.  Foster,  12  Pick.  485; 
23  Am.  Dec.  632;  Osgood  v.  Bradley,  7  Me.  411. 

8  1  Chit.  PI.  137;  2  id.  265;  2  Kent.  129;  3  Blackst.  Com.  138; 
Delaraater  v.  RuRsell,  4  How.  Pr.  234:  S.  C,  2  Code  R.  147.  Where 
the  evidence  falls  to  show  that  the  wife  was  actually  seduced,  but 
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I  1882.  ContriTing  and  intending.  The  ixxteutioil  is  nuk 
ierial.^ 

I  1888.  Marriage.  In  an  action  for  criminal  conrenitioii^ 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  an  actual  marriage.^ 

I  1884.  Vor  antioing  away  plaintiff's  wife. 

Form  No,  ifu 
[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  A.  B.  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  wai^ 
the  wife  of  the  plaintiff. 

n.  That  on  or  about  the  day  of  » 

18.  .^  while  the  plaintiff  was  living  and  cohabiting  with  and 

supporting  her,  at ,  and  while  they  were  living 

together  happily  as  man  and  wife,  the  defendant^  wrongfully 
contriving  and  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  deprive 
him  of  her  comfort,  society,  and  assistance,  maliciously  enticed 

her  away  from  the  plaintiff^s  and  her  then  residence  in , 

to  a  separate  residence  in ,  and  has  ever  since  there 

detained  and  harbored  her,  against  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  has  been 
and  still  is  wrongfully  deprived  by  the  defendant  of  the  com- 
fort, society,  and  aid  of  his  said  wife,  and  has  suffered  great  dis- 
tress of  body  and  mind  in  consequence  thereof,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judombnt.]  • 

I  1884a.  The  same  —  allega/tions.  It  is  sufficient  in  a  com- 
plaint for  enticing  away  the  plaintiff's  wife,  or  for  seduction, 
to  allege  the  ultimate  facts,  without  a  statement  of  the  acts 
made  use  of  to  accomplish  the  illegal  purpose.''  By  the  decided 
weight  of  authority,  it  is  now  held  that  a  married  woman  may 
maintain  an  action  against  another  woman  for  alienating  hop 

that  her  faU  was  rather  the  result  of  her  own  UcentiousnesB, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  of  damages,  for  an  actual  seduction* 
Ho^^ns  V.  Ooad.  58  111.  App.  58. 

4  Hutcheson  v.  Peck,  5  Johns.  196. 

s  Morris  v.  Miller,  4  Burr.  2057;  Peake's  Law  Bv.  300;  Phil,  on 
Ev.  (7th  ed,)  200:  Selw.  N.  P.  14.  16;  see,  also,  2  Chit.  PL  643.  note  f. 

•  For  a  form  nearly  similar,  see  Scherpf  v.  Szadeczky,  1  Abb.  Pr. 
366. 

7  French  v.  Deane,  19  Col.  504;  Williams  v.  Williams,  20  id.  51; 
Hodcres  v.  Bales,  102  Ind.  494. 
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husband^s  affections,  when  there  is  a  statute  enabling  her  to 
8ue.^  The  action  is  based  upon  the  loss  of  the  consortium  or 
conjugal  society  of  the  husband;®  and  allegation  and  proof  of 
adultery  is  not  necessary  to  sustain  the  action.^^ 

I  188o.  Allegation  that  defendant  knew,  in  an  action  for 
debauching  a  wife  or  servant,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or 
prove  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  female  was  the  wife  or 
servant  of  the  plaintiff;  though  in  an  action  for  seducing  away 
or  harboring  a  wife  or  servant,  such  allegation  and  evidence 
are  necessary.^' 

I  188d.  Debauching  a  daughter. 

Form  No.  472. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  said  defendant,  unjustly  intending  to  injure  said 
plaintiff,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  services  and  assistance  of 

the  daughter  and  servant  of  said  plaintiff,  did  on  the 

day  of ,  18. . ,  and  on  divers  other  days  between 

that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  action,  debauch  and 

carnally  know  the  said  ,  then  and  there,  before 

and  since,  the  daughter  and  servant  of  said  plaintiff,  whereby 

the  said became  pregnant  and  sick  with  child, 

and  so  remained  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to-wit,  for  the  space  of 
nine  months,  thence  next  following;  at  the  expiration  whereof 

the  said was  delivered  of  the  child  with  which  she 

was  pregnant,  as  aforesaid. 

II.  That  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  said , 

for  a  long  space  of  time,  to-wit  [one  year]  was  unable  to  do 
the  needful  business  of  the  said  plaintiff,  he,  the  said  plain- 

8  Bennett  v.  Bennett.  41  Hun,  640;  116  N.  Y.  584;*  Warner  ▼.  MH- 
lf»r,  17  Abb.  N.  a  221;  Seaver  v.  Adams.  66  N.  H.  142;  Warren  y. 
Warren,  80  Mich.  123;  Foot  v.  Card.  58  €k>nii.  1;  18  Am.  SL  Bep. 
258. 

9Buckel  V.  Suss,  28  Abb.  N.  G.  21;  Adams  v.  Main  (Ind.  App.).  29 
N.  B.  Bep.  792. 

10 Id.;  Hlgham  v.  Vanoodol,  101  Ind.  160.  That  a  wife  can  not 
maintain  an  action  of  crlm.  con.  against  another  woman,  see  Doe 
v.  Boe,  82  Me,  503;  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  499. 

11  Fores  v.  Wilson.  Peake  N.  P.  C.  55;  Peake*s  Law  of  Evidence. 
134:  Wlnsmore  v.  Greenback.  WlUes,  577;  see  2  Chit  Pi.  642,  note 
e;  see  Hermance  v.  James,  32  How.  Pt.  142;  Bnckel  v.  SoflB,  28- 
Abb.  N.  O.  21. 
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tiff^  80  being  the  father  and  master  of  the  said 

and  the  said  plaintiff  lost  the  services  of  the  said 

during  all  that  time;  and  the  said  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  ex- 

pense,  and  did  pay  out  a  large  sum,  to-wit^  the  sum  of 

dollars,  in  and  about  the  nursing  and  taking  care  of  the  said 

^  his  daughter  and  servant,  and  in  and  about  the 

deUveiy  of  said  child,  to  his  damage  in  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1887.  ConnlTance.  The  connivance  of  the  father  in  the 
act  of  seduction  will  wholly  bar  his  action,  but  where  the  defense 
is  omitted  to  be  pleaded,  it  will  be  waived.^* 

I  1888.  Daughter  temporarily  absent.  This  action  is  main- 
tainable, though  the  daughter  be  temporarily  absent  at  the  time 
of  seduction.^* 

I  1889.  Debauching  and  beating  a  daughter.  A  parent,  in 
that  character  merely,  can  not  support  an  action  for  debauching 
or  beating  his  daughter,  which  is  only  sustainable  in  respect 
to  the  supposed  loss  of  service,  some  slight  evidence  of  which 
must  in  general  be  adduced.^* 

I  1890.  Dittreee  of  body  and  mind.  The  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  suffered  great  distress  of  body  and  mind  is  a  good 
ground  of  damages.** 

I  1891.  Father,  action  by.  A  father  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  seduction  of  his  daughter,  under  twenty-one  years 
of  age,  although  she  was  not  living  with  him  at  the  time,  if  he 
has  not  by  his  own  act  destroyed  his  right  to  control  her  serv- 
ices.*'  So  for  that  of  a  daughter  over  twenty-one,  and  not  liv- 
ing with  him,  if  he  thereby  loses  actual  services  due  to  him; 
and  services  rendered  will  be  presumed  to  be  due  if  he  continues 
to  exercise  authority  over  her,  and  she  to  submit.*^ 

la  Travis  v.  Barger,  24  Barb.  614. 

iSLipe  V.  Eisonlerd,  32  N.  Y.  229;  see  Cai.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  875. 

1*5  Bast,  45:  5  T.  R.  3fiO:  see  2  Chit.  PI.  (V43,  note  D;  White  v. 
Nellia,  31  N.  Y.  405:  88  Am.  Dec.  282. 

iBDain  V.  Wycoflf.  7  N.  Y.  101. 

i«Grewiwood  v.  Greenwood,  28  Md.  369. 

17  Snttcm  y.  Huffman.  32  N.  J.  L.  58;  Lipe  v.  Bisenlerd,  32  N.  Y.. 
229. 
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f  1892.  Female  seduced  can  not  maintain  actioxL  At  commoa 
law  the  female  seduced  can  not  maintain  an  action  for  her  own 
aeduction.*®  But  by  section  374,  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, an  unmarried  female  may  maintain  the  action.^*  Under 
a  similar  statute  in  Indiana  it  was  held  that  the  complaint 
must  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  unmarried.^  A  seduction, 
where  it  exists,  is  frequently  alleged  in  a  suit  for  breach  of 
promise  of  marriage  in  aggravation  of  damages,  but  not  as  a 
separate  cause  of  action.  It  is  doubtful  if  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  and  seduction  could  be  joined  as  distinct  causes  of 
action  even  under  a  statute  authorizing  the  female  to  sue  for 
seduction,  as  the  one  arises  from  contract,  and  the  othw  from 
tort. 

I  1898.  Full  ag«.  A  father  may  maintain  an^action  for  se- 
duction of  his  daughter  who  resides  with  him,  and  performs 
domestic  services  in  return  for  support,  notwithstanding  she  is 
of  full  age  and  that  no  express  agreement  exists  for  services.*^ 

I  1894.  Gist  of  action.  The  loss  of  service  is  the  gist  of 
the  action,  and  the  master  can  alone  sustain  the  action.  If  the 
daughter  is  not  living  with  her  father,  he  can  not  sue  for  se- 
duction.^ 

I  1896.  Mi&or.  As  regards  a  minor,  it  seems  that  one  stand- 
in  in  loco  parentis  has  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  for  seduc 
tion.^ 

S  1896.  Mother,  action  by.  Under  statutory  provision,  swch 
action  may  be  maintained  by  a  mother  keeping  a  boarding-house 
on  her  separate  account,  though  the  father  be  living  at  the 
time,  if  the  father  has  abandoned  his  family.^ 

18  Hamilton  v.  Lomax,  26  Barb.  615;  S.  O..  6  Abb.  Pr.  142. 

19  See  ante,  S  157;  see,  also,  Koenlg  v.  Nott,  8  Abb.  Pr.  38*. 

M  Thompson   v.    Young,   51   Ind.   609;   see  form   No.   474.    post- 
21  2  T.  R.  166;  Id.  4;  Irwin  v.  Dearman,  11  Bast  23;  Manvell  v. 

Thompson.  2  Oar.  &  P.  303;  Moran  v.  Dawes.  4  Cow.  412;  Lipe  v. 

Eisenlerd,  32  N.  Y.  220;  and  see  Beaudette  v.  Ga^ne,  87  Me.  534. 
22Brigj?s  V.  Evans,  5  Ired.  16;  Hewlt  v.  Prime.  21    Wend.  79; 

Martin  v.   Payne,   9  Johns.   387;  6  Am.    Dec.   288;   Applegate   v. 

Ruble,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  128;  Glllet  v.  Mead,  7  Wend.  193;  22  Am.  Dec. 

578:  aark  v.  Fitch.  2  Wend.  459;  20  Am.  Dec.  639. 

23  Bartley  v.  Richtmeyer,  4  N.  Y.  38  (43);  53  Am.  Dec.  338;  Bracy 
V.  Klbbe,  31  Barb.  273. 

24  Badgley  v.  Decker.  44  Barb.  677;  see.  also.  atUe,  I  157.  and  §  875^ 
Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pra 
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I  1897.  Nature  of  action.  The  action  is  not  maintainable 
by  a  parent,  as  such,  but  as  a  master  entitled  to  semcea  of 
€hild.» 

I  1808.  Btopfathar.  A  stepfather  can  not  sue  for  the  se- 
duction of  his  stepdaughter  while  living  in  the  service  of 
another.* 

I  1899.  Tor  aoduction  of  plalntiif's  daoghtor  or  sorraat. 

Form  No,  473, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was  the 
servant  [and  daughter]  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  said  A.  B.  to  be 

the  servant  [and  daughter]  of  the  plaintiff,  and  wrongfully  con- 
triving and  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  deprive 
him  of  her  assistance  and  service,  did  wickedly  and  maliciously, 
and  without  the  privity  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff  [forcibly  and 
against  the  will  of  the  said  A.  B.,  abduct  her,  or  entice  and 
persuade  the  said  A.  B.  to  leave  the  residence  and  service  of 
this  plaintiff,  and  did]  then  and  there  debauch  and  carnally 
know  her. 

III.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  A.  B.  became 
pregnant  and  sick  with  child,  and  so  remained  for  the  space  of 

months;  that  during  that  time  she  was  unable 

to  attend  to  the  duties  of  her  service,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
thereby  deprived  of  her  service,  and  was  obliged  to,  and  actually 

did,  expend dollars  in  nursing  and  taking  care  of 

her  in  her  said  pregmincy  and  sickness,  and  was  otherwise 
greatly  injured,  to  his  damage  dollars.*' 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1900.  For  seduction,  by  female  seduced. 

Form  No.  474. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  grievances  here- 

»  White  V.  Nenis,  31  N.  Y.  405;  88  Am.  Dec.  282. 

26  Hartley  v.  Rlchtmeyer,  4  N.  Y.  38;  53  Am.  Dec.  338;  Bracy  v. 
Kibbe,  31  Barb.  273. 

27  This  is  from  Abbott's  Forms.  See  Kreag  v.  Anthofl,  2  Ind.  App. 
482;  Mcllvain  v.  Emery,  88  Ind.  298. 


§  1901  P0BM8  OF  COMPLAINTS.  940 

inafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  wa&  and  still  is  an  unmarried 
woman,  and  at  all  times  prior  thereto  had  been  chaste  and 
yirtuous. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  with  force  and  violence,  made  an 

indecent  assault  upon  the  plaintiff  and  then  and  there  wickedly 
seduced,  debauched  and  carnally  knew  her,  whereby  she  be- 
came sick  and  pregnant  with  child,  and  so  remained  for  a  long 
space  of  time,  to-wit,  for  the  space  of  nine  months;  at  the 

expiration  of  which  time,  and  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  she  was  delivered  of  the  child  of  which  she  was  so 
pregnant. 

III.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  in  consequence  of 
the  seduction  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  greatly  in 
her  health,  and  became  sick,  and  was  prevented  for  a  long  space 

of  time,  to-wit,  for  the  space  of months,  from 

attending  to  her  ordinary  business  and  affairs,  and  was  greatly 
afflicted  in  body  and  mind,  and  has  been  put  to  great  expense 
for  medical  attendance  and  nursing,  and  has  been  otherwise 
greatly  injured,  to  her  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

1 1901.  statute  of  Limitations.  The  Statute  of  Limitations 
does  not  commence  to  run  against  the  right  of  action  for  the 
seduction  of  a  minor  until  she  attains  her  majority.* 

»  M orrell  v.  M<M^an,  65  Cal.  576. 
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FOB  DAMAOBB  UPON  WB0N08. 


LT  0BCO1ID  —  FOR  IV JVRIID0  TO  PBOPSBTT. 

CHAPTEB  I. 

BAILEES. 

I  1908.  Agftlprt  a  receiptor. 

Form  No.  47$, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  allegee: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of  ^  18. .,  the 

defendant  received  from  the  plaintiff  certain  goods,  and  de^ 
fendant  thereupon  gave  to  the  plaintiff  a  receipt  for  the  same, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  receipt]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18.  .^  the 

plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  that  he  deliver  said  goode, 

but  he  refused  to  do  so,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]* 

I  1903.  Baileea,  who  are.  The  term  bailee  is  not  used 
in  the  limited  sense  ^'to  keep,  to  transfer,  or  to  deliver,''  as 
in  section  71  of  the  act  of  1850,  concerning  crimes  and  ptmish- 
ments.^  When  a  redemptioner  pays  an  excess  of  money  to  the 
sheriff,  the  sheriff  is  bailee  of  the  redemptioner  as  to  the 
excess,  who  may  recover  it  back  on  demand,  it  not  having  been 
paid  over  to  the  redemptionee.* 

1  For  the  provisions  of  the  Civil  Oode  of  California  on  the  conr 
tract  of  deposit,  see  f  1 1813-1878,  inclusive. 

9  People  V.  Poggi,  19  Cal.  600;  overruling  People  v.  Oohen*  8 
Id.  42. 

8  McMillan  v.  Yisoher,  14  Cal.  232. 
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I  1904.  Bailor,  liability  of.  A  man  may  steal  his  own 
property  if  by  taking  it  his  intent  be  to  charge  the  bailee 
with  the  property,  and  thus  impose  a  loss  on  him.*  Where 
property  is  not  put  in  a  bailee's  charge  by  the  ownw,  but  comes 
into  his  possession  through  the  owner's  neglect,  and  where  he 
may  not  know  to  whom  it  belongs  or  by  whom  it  was  left, 
he  should  not  be  responsible  for  deliyering  it  to  the  wrong 
person  if  he  has  exercised  all  the  care  that  could  be  reasonably 
expected  of  him  under  the  circumstances.**  A  depositary  with 
whom  goods  have  been  stored  by  one  confessedly  acting  as  an 
agent  must  deliver  them  to  the  principal  on  his  demand,  not- 
withstanding the  agent  forbids  him  to  do  so.^ 

I  1906.  What  property  may  be  pledged.  Personal  prop- 
erty may  be  pledged,  mortgaged,  hypothecated,  or  placed  in 
trust  upon  such  teorms  and  conditions  as  the  parties  may  agree 
upon,  and  courts  of  law  will  be  governed  by  the  language  of 
the  contract  in  each  particular  case.*^  Under  the  law  of  Louisi- 
ana, there  are  two  kinds  of  pledges,  the  pawn  and  the  anti- 
chresis. A  thing  is  said  to  be  pawned  when  a  movable  is  given 
as  a  security;  the  antichresis  consists  of  movable  objects.^  But 
property  pledged  to  the  keeper  of  a  brothel  to  secure  payment 
for  wine,  etc.,  consumed  in  a  debauch  in  said  brothel,  can  not 
be  recovered  of  the  pledgee  by  the  pledgor.*^ 

f  1906.  Pledgee's  responsibility.       A  pledge  is  a  bailment 
which  is  reciprocally  beneficial  to  both  parties,  and  therefore 
the  law  requires  of  the  pledgee  the  exercise  of  ordinary  dili- 
gence in  the  custody  or  care  of   the   goods    pledged,  and   he 
is  held  responsible  for  ordinary  negligence.*^ 

I  1907.  Power  to  sell  pledge.       A    party    depositing    secu- 
rities for  securing  the  payment  of  debt,  or  advances  made 

4  People  V.  Stone,  16  Oal.  369. 

«  Morris  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  R.  Oo.,  1  Daly,  202. 

•  Ball  V.  Liney,  44  Barb.  506^ 

f  Hyatt  V.  Argenti,  3  Cal.  151.  For  the  provisions  of  the  Oallfomla 
dvll  Code  on  the  contract  of  pledge,  see  ff  2866-3011,  inclusive, 
s  Livingston  v.  Story,  11  Pet  351. 

•  Tiaylor  v.  Chester,  L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  309.  One  personal  obligation 
can  not  be  pledged  to  secure  another  personal  obligati<Mi  of  the 
same  person.    International  Trust  Go.  v.  Oattle  Ga,  3  Wyo.  808. 

10  8t  Losky  v.  Davidson,  6  Cal.  648;  Murphy  v.  Bartsch,  2  Idabo^ 
008. 
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ihereon,  may  agree  that  they  shall  be  sold  at  the  option  or 
pleasure  of  the  creditor.^*  A  sale  made  under  such  authority 
is  good  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  time  and  place 
of  such  sale  or  previous  demand  of  payment;  but  if  no  such 
agreement  be  made,  the  sale  can  be  made  6nly  on  notice  to 
the  pledgor.^^  And  if  not  otherwise  agreed,  the  sale  must  be 
at  public  auction.^'  In  California,  the  pledgee  is  not  author- 
ized to  sell  the  pledge  without  calling  on  the  pledgor  to  redeem, 
and  giving  him  reasonable  notice  of  his  intention  to  sell.^^ 
And  where,  without  calling  on  the  pledgor  to  redeem,  the 
pledgee  sold  the  pledge  (a  chose  in  action),  it  was  a  conversion 
of  the  pledge,  and  plaintiff  might  recover  its  value  at  the  time 
of  its  conversion  in  excess  of  the  demand  secured  by  the 
pledge.**  The  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  pledge  should  apprise 
the  pledgor  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale;  as  the  object  is  not 
that  the  notice  should  operate  as  a  demand,  but  that  the 
pledgor  should  be  enabled  to  bid  at  the  sale,  or  procure  a  good 
bid  to  be  made,  etc.** 

I  1906.  Demand.  When  a  bailee  disclaims  his  relation  to 
the  bailor,  he  can  not  claim  the  right  to  require  a  demand  for 
the  money  before  interest  is  charged  against  him.*^ 

I  1909.  Li«n  on  goods.  A  common  carrier  or  innkeeper 
has  a  lien  on  the  property  for  his  reasonable  and  just  charges 
therefor,  but  one  who  merely  provides  food,  as  an  agistor  or  a 
livery-stable  keeper,  has,  in  general,  no  lien  on  the  property 
unless  there  is  a  special  agreement  to  that  effect.*®    But  by 

II  Hyatt  V.  ArgentJ,  8  Oal.  151. 

13  Hart  V.  Barton,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  322;  Steams  v.  Marsh,  4  Den. 
227;  47  Am.  Dec.  248;  2  Kent's  Oom.  749;  De  Lisle  v.  Priestman, 
1  Brown  (Penn.),  176;  Hart  v.  Ten  Eyck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  62. 

IS  Oastello  v.  City  Bank,  1  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  25;  Jones  v.  Thurmod*8 
Heirs,  5  Tex.  818;  Bankln  v.  McCullough,  12  Barb.  108;  Mmrgan  v. 
Dod,  8  Gol.  551;  McDowell  v.  Chicago  Steel  Works,  124  lU.  401; 
7  Am.  St  Rep.  381. 

14  Oay  V.  Moss,  84  Oal.  125. 

15  Id.    See  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  8001  et  seq. 

IS  See  Brown  v.  Ward,  3  Dner,  660;  Oastello  v.  City  Bank,  1  N. 
T.  Leg.  Obs.  25;  Willoughby  v.  Comstock,  3  Hill.  389;  Tucker  v. 
Wilson,  1  P.  Wms.  261;  Lewis  v.  Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  106.  See 
Oal.  Oivll  Code,  S  3001  et  seq. 

17  Dickinson  v.  Owen,  11  Cal.  71. 

IS  Lewis  V.  Tyler,  23  Cal.  304.  Agistor*^  lien  under  California 
Code,  see  Lowe  v.  Woods,  100  Cal.  408;  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  801. 
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aection  3051,  California  Civil  Code,  as  amended  in  1878,  stable 
keepers  and  those  who  pasture  stock  haye  a  UesL 

I  1910.  Note  as  security.  When  a  promissory  note  is 
assigned  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt,  and  no  special  con- 
tract is  made,  the  contract  rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  are  the 
same  as  in  the  case  of  the  assignment  of  a  note  for  yalue,  ezo^t 
in  one  respect,  which  is  that  the  assignee  undertakes  to  pay  to 
the  assignor  the  overplus  that  he  may  receive  on  the  collateral 
after  the  satisfaction  of  the  principal  debt.^ 

I  1911.  Bedemption  of  miningr  stock  pledged.  "Hie 
pledgee  of  mining  stocks  upon  the  redemption  of  the  pledge 
is  not  obliged  to  return  the  identical  certificates  pledged,  but 
may  return  similar  certificates.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the 
pledgee  has  sold  the  particular  certificates  pledged,  render  him 
liable  for  a  conversion,  provided  he  restores  similar  certificates 
to  the  pledgor,  on  redemption,  and  has  at  all  times  been  ready 
to  do  so.*^ 

I  1912.  Title  to  pledged  propeorty.  A  pledge  does  not 
vest  the  title  in  the  pledgee.  He  has  only  a  special  property  in 
or  lien  on  the  chattel  pledged,  and  if  the  pledge  is  not  redeemed 
by  the  time  limited  it  retains  the  character  of  a  pledge  still.*' 

I  1918.  Use  of  money.  An  attaching  creditor  of  the 
bailee,  levying  on  the  money  in  the  hands  of  a  stockholder 
with  whom  it  had  been  deposited  by  the  bailee,  can  not  claim 
that  the  bailor  is  estopped  by  having  allowed  the  bailee  to  use 
the  money  in  his  own  name,  when  the  specific  money  was  in 
question  and  could  be  distinguished.^ 

I  1914.  For  injury  to  pledge. 

Form  No.  476. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

T.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  *•. .,  the 

plaintiff    delivered    to  the  defendant    [describe  articles],  the 

19  Donohue  v.  Gamble,  38  Cal.  354;  99  Am.  Dec.  441. 
»  Thompson  v.  Toland.  48  Cal.  90. 

21  Heyland  v.  Badper.  35  Cal.  404;  Cross  v.  Canal  Oik.  73  OaL 
2  Am.  St  Rep.  808. 

22  Hardy  v.  Hunt,  11  Cal.  343;  70  Am.  Dec.  787. 
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property  of  this  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of doIlarB, 

^as  a  pledge  to  the  defendant  to  secure  the  sum  of 

dolIarSy  theretofore  loaned  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
which,  articles  the  defendant  received  for  that  purpose,  and 
agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  take  good  care  of  the  same  until 
they  should  be  redeemed  by  the  plaintiff. 

JI.  That  the  defendant  so  negligently  conducted  in  respect 
to  said  articles,  and  so  carelessly  used  the  same,  that  they 
became,  by  reason  of  his  negligence  and  carelessness,  greatly 
damaged  [state  injury],  and  were  rendered  of  small  value  to 

the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1916.  For  loss  of  pledge. 

Form  No.  477, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  def^idant  [de- 
scribe articles],  the  property  of  this  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  by  way  of  pledge  to  the  defendant,  to 

secure  the  sum  of dollars  theretofore  loaned  by 

the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  which  articles  the  defendant 
received  for  that  purpose,  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  take 
good  care  of  the  same  until  they  should  be  redeemed  by  the 
plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  failed  to  fulfill  said  agreement 
on  his  part;  and,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  and  carelessly 
kept  said  articles,  that  while  they  were  in  his  possession  for 
the  purposes  aforesaid,  they  were  through  his  negligence  lost, 
to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  1916.  For  not  taking  care  of  and  returning  gooda. 

Form  No.  478. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  [de- 
scribe the  articles] ,  of  the  value  of  dollars,  to 

be  by  the  defendant  safely  and  securely  kept  for  the  plaintiff 
[for  a  compensation],  and  to  be  returned  and  redelivered  to 
Vol.  1—119 
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the  plaintiff  on  request,  which  the  defendant  then  and  there 
promised  and  undertook  to  do. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  performed  all  the  conditions  thereof 

on  his  part,  and  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

requested  the  defendant  to  redeliver  said  goods. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  take  due  care  of  and  safely 
keep  the  said  goods  for  the  plaintiff,  nor  did  he,  when  so  re- 
quested, or  afterwards,  or  at  all,  redeliver  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff;  hut,  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant  so  negligently 
and  carelessly  conducted  himself  with  respect  to  the  said  goods, 
and  took  so  little  care  thereof,  that  hy  and  through  the  care- 
lessness, negligence,  and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendant  and 
his  servants,  the  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his 
damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1917.  Against  hirer  of  chattels,  for  not  taking  i>roper  care 
of  them. 

Form  No,  479, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  hired  and  received  of  the  plain- 
tiff certain  furniture  [briefly  designate  the  same],  of  the  value 

of dollars,  for  the  period  of then 

next  ensuing  at  the  sura  of dollars  per  month 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  take  proper  care  of  the  said 
furniture,  or  use  the  same  in  a  reasonable  or  proper  manner 
during  the  said  time,  but  took  so  little  care  thereof  that  they 
became  injured  and  deteriorated  in  value,  to  plaintiff's  damage 
dollars- 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1918.  For  injury  to  horse,  resulting  from  immoderate 
driving. 

Form  No,  480. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant    hired  and  received  from  the 

plaintiff  a  horse  to  drive,  which  was  of  the  value  of 

dollars. 
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II.  That  the  defendant  drove  the  horse  so  hard,  and  so  neg- 
lected the  care  of 'him,  that  the  said  horse  afterwards,  and 
because  of  said  immoderate  driving  and  want  of  proper  and 

reasonable  care,  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

died   [or  otherwise  state  the  injury],  to  the  damage  of  the 

plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Juhoment.]  ^ 

i  1919.  Tor  driving  horse  on  a  different  Journey  from  that 
agreed. 

Form  No.  481. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

.,  the  defendant    hired  and  received  from  the 

plaintiff  a  horse  and  carriage,  of  the  value  of  

dollars,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to  drive  from 

to  ,  and  not  elsewhere. 

II.  That  the  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  per- 
formed a  different  journey  than  that  aforesaid,  and  drove  said 
horse  and  carriage  from to 

III.  That  he  did  not  take  proper  care  of  said  horse  and  car- 
riage, but  so  negligently  drove  and  managed  the  same  that  the 

carriage  was  broken  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1920.  Against  innkeeper,  for  loss  of  baggageu 

Form  No.  482. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

was  the  keeper  of  a  common  inn  in  the  city  of , 

known  as  "  the Hotel.*' 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  this 

plaintiff  was  received  by  the  defendant  into  the  said  inn  as  a 

23  The  owner  of  a  horse,  which  he  has  let  to  go  a  specified  journey 
within  a  given  time,  can  not  recover  for  the  loss  of  the  horse  If  it 
dies  from  the  effects,  where  It  has  only  been  driven  in  the  manner 
agreed  upon.  Ruggles  v.  Fay,  31  Mich.  141.  Liability  of  hirer  of 
thing  to  owner,  see  Devoin  v.  Lumber  Co.,  64  Wis.  616;  54  Am. 
Rep.  649;  Malone  v.  Robinson,  77  6a.  719. 


§  1921  FOJtMB  OF  COMPLAINTS.  918 

traveler,  together  with  his  baggage,  consisting  of , 

of  the  value  of dollars  [here  describe  articles], 

the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  the  defendant  and  his  servants  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  conducted  themselves  and  misbehaved  in  regard  to 
the  same,  that  while  he  so  remained  at  said  inn,  his  said  trunk 
was  taken  away  from  the  room  of  the  plaintiff,  by  some  person 
or  persons  to  the.  plaintiff  unknown;  and  thereby  the  same  wb» 
wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff  to  his  damage dollars, 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1921.  I2mkeei>er8'  liability  at  common  law  —  boarding- 
liouM  keepor.  To  hold  a  party  liable  at  common  law 
for  the  loss  of  goods  at  his  inn,  it  must  appear  not  only  that 
he  kept  an  inn  and  that  the  goods  were  lost  there,  but  thai, 
he  was  acting  in  the  capacity  of  innkeeper  when  the  goods  were 
received,  and  that  the  owner  was  his  guest.^  A  boarding  and 
lodging-house  keeper  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  his  guest's  goods 
occasioned  through  the  negligence  of  his  own  servants  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment.*  An  innkeeper  is  liable 
for  all  loss  or  damage  to  the  goods  of  his  guests  occurring  while 
they  are  in  his  possession,  except  when  such  loss  or  damage  is 
occasioned  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy,  or  through 
the  fault  of  the  owner.^  Innkeepers  are  liable  for  the  goods 
of  a  guest  which  are  brought  by  him  within  the  inn,^  whether 
at  the  time  of  his  arrival  or  subsequently.^  Innkeepers  are 
liable  as  insurers  of  their  guests'  property.*  But  not  when 
the  guest,  after  being  duly  warned,  neglects  any  necessary  pre- 

24  Carter  v.  Hobbs.  12  Mich.  52;  83  Am.  Dec.  762, 

25  Smith  V.  Read,  52  How.  Pr.  14. 

26  Hulett  V.  Swift,  42  Barb.  230;  Shultz  v.  Wall,  134  Penn.  St.  262; 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  686;  O'Brien  v.  Vaill,  22  Pla.  627;  1  Aiq.  St  Rep. 
219. 

27  Burrows  v.  Trlel)er,  21  Md.  320;  83  Am.  Dec.  590. 

28  Plnkerton  v.  Woodward,  33  Cal.  .557;  91  Am.  Deo.  657.  As  to 
the  extent  of  his  liability  for  articles  of  jewelry  in  usual  wear, 
and  for  mcmey,  see  Gile  v.  Libby,  36  Barb.  70:  Wilkins  v.  Earle, 
19  Abb.  Pr.  190;  see,  also,  Pinkerton  v.  Woodward,  33  Cal.  5OT;  91 
Am.  Dec.  657;  Fay  v.  Pac.  Imp.  Co..  93  Gal.  253;  27  Am.  St.  Rep. 
198. 

29  Hulett  V.  Swift,  33  N.  Y.  571,  affirming  S.  C.  42  Bartx  230; 
Pinkerton  v.  Woodward,  33  Cal.  557;  91  Am.  Dec.  657. 
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caution.^  Innkeeper  is  only  liable  as  a  bailee  for  the  horse 
of  a  person  not  hi&  guest  but  lodging  elsewhere.'* 

§  1922.  For  loss  of  pocket-book. 

Form  No.  483. 

[Title.  J 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  at  the  time  hereinafter  stated,  was 
a  common  innkeeper  at 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  he 

received  and  entertained  this  plaintiff  as  a  guest  at  his  inn 
for  hire. 

III.  That  while  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  his  guest, 
the  defendant  undertook  for  compensation  paid  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  to  keep  safely  in  one  of  his  sleeping-rooms  of  his  said 
hotel  or  inn,  the  clothing  and  such  articles  of  jewelry  and 
valuables  as  the  plaintiff  then  had  upon  his  person,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  thereupon  put  into  his  said  sleeping-room  in  said 
hotel  or  inn  his  clothing,  his  pocket-book  containing  money,  and 
such  other  property  as  is  usually  carried  upon  the  person,  of 

the  value  of dollars,  and  left  the  same  in  the 

possession  and  charge  of  the  defendant,  both  as  innkeeper  and 
as  special  bailee  as  aforesaid. 

IV.  That  while  this  plaintiff  was  sleeping,  his  pocket-book 
and  money  were,  by  the  negligence,  carelessness,  and  dishonesty 
and  improper  management  of  the  defendant  and  his  servants, 
lost  and  stolen. 

V.  That  the  amount  of  the  said  money  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  so  lost  and  stolen,  while  the  same  was  under  the 

charge  of  the  defendant,  was dollars  in  gold  coin 

of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  by  profession 
[state  business],  and  that  said  sum  was  such  as  he  might 
reasonably  and  properly  carry  with  him  with  reference  to  his 
circumstances  and  business. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

80  Wilson  V.  Halpin,  1  Daly,  496;  S.  C.  30  How.  Pr.  124.  As  to 
the  effect  of  omission  of  guests  to  disclose  value  of  package  com- 
mitted or  offered  to  be  committed  to  innkeeper's  charge,  see 
Wilklns  V.  Earle,  19  Abb.  Pr.  190;  BendestoD  v.  French,  44  Barb.  31. 

M  Ingalsbee  v.  Wood,  83  N.  Y.  577,  affirming  S.  O.,  86  Barb.  452; 
Healy  v.  Gray,  68  Me,  489;  28  Am.  Rep.  80.  Contra,  Russell  t. 
Pagan,  7  Houst.  (Del.)  889. 


§§  1923-1926  FOEMS  of  complaints.  950 

I  IMS.  For  loM  of  goods  b7  theft. 

Form  No.  484, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  alleges: 
I.  II.  [Same  as  in  form  No.  482.] 

III.  That  while  plaintiff  was  such  guest,  said  trunk  was 
broken  open  and  said  articles  stolen  by  some  person  to  plaintiff 
unknown,  whereby  the  same  became  lost,  to  plaintiff's  damage 

in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1924.  DeliTorj  not  necessary.  A  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  the  innkeeper  is  not  necessary  to  charge  him  with  them. 
The  innkeeper  is  bound  to  pay  for  them  in  any  event,  if  stolen 
or  carried  away,  even  though  the  person  who  took  them  away 
is  unknown."* 

i  1925.  For  refusing  to  receive  guest. 

Form  No,  485. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  form  No.  482.] 

II.  That  on  said  date,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  traveling 

from   *. . . .   to   ,  came  to  said  inn  and 

demanded  of  defendant  that  he  be  received  and  lodged  as  a 
guest  during  the  night  and  day  next  ensuing. 

III.  That  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  and  tendered  de- 
fendant his  reasonable  charges  for  such  lodging. 

iV.  That  defendant  had  ample  room  and  accommodation  to 
receive  and  lodge  plaintiff  during  such  time,  but  refused  to  re- 
ceive him,  whereby  [allege  special  damage],  to  his  damage  in 

the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1926.  Against  warelioaseman,  for  injury  to  goods  by  neglect 
to  obey  instructions. 

Form  No.  486. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

dollars,  then  and  there  paid  to  him  by  plaintiff, 

sa  Burrows  v.  Trieber,  21  Md.  320;  83  Am.  Dec.  690. 


.  » 
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agreed  to  store  and  keep  safely  in  his  warehouse  at ^ 

the  following  goods^  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value 

of dollars,  consisting  of  [here  designate  goods], 

for  the  term  of weeks  from  said  date,  and  then 

safely  to  deliver  said  goods  to  plaintiff  at  his  request,  and  then 
and  thwe  received  said  goods  for  such  purpose. 

II.  That  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  said  goods  to  defend- 
ant the  plaintiff  informed  him  that  it  was  necessary  to  the 
preservation  of  said  goods  that  they  should  be  handled  with 
care. 

III.  That  the  defendant  negligently  allowed  the  same  to  be 
handled  without  care,  and  roughly  moved  and  broken,  so  that 
the  same,  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  his 
servants,  became  entirely  ruined,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  19537.  Warehouseman's  liability  —  railroad.  A  warehouse- 
man who  received  grain  of  another  for  the  purpose  of 
storage  is  only  bound  to  ordinary  care  in  its  preservation." 
When  goods  arrive  at  the  point  of  destination,  and  are  placed 
in  the  warehouse  of  the  company,  its  liability  as  warehouseman 
commences,  and  from  that  time  it  is  bound  to  use  only  ordinary 
care  and  diligence  in  safely  keeping  and  delivering  the  goods.** 
The  failure  of  a  bonded  warehouseman  to  deliver,  upon  demand 
of  the  owners,  goods  deposited  with  him,  upon  which  the  duties 
have  been  paid,  casts  upon  him  the  burden  of  accounting  for 
them.""^  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  loss  of 
goods  as  common  carriers,  where  the  proofs  render  it  uncertain 
whether  the  goods  are  lost  while  being  transported,  or  after 
being  deposited  in  the  warehouse,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  want 
of  ordinary  care,  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  will  be  reversed.** 
To  charge  the  railroad  corporation  as  warehousemen,  the  plain- 
tiff must  show  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on  their  part  in  the 
custody  of  the  goods.*^ 

88  Myers  v.  Walker,  31  111.  353. 

84  JacksoD  V.  Sac.  V.  R.  U.  Co.,  23  Oal.  268;  see*  also,  Oolllna  v. 
Burns,  63  N.  Y.  1;  Velsian  t.  Lewis,  15  Oreg,  530;  3  Am.  St  Rep. 
184;  TurrentlDe  v.  Railroad  Co.,  100  N.  C.  375;  6  Am.  St  Rep.'  602. 

85  Schwerin  v.  McKle,  51  N.  Y.  180;  10  Am.  Rep.  581. 

86  Jackson  v.  Sac.  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  23  Cal.  268. 

37  Jackson  v.  Sac.  V.  R.  R.  Co..  23  Col.  268;  also,  WiUett  v.  Rich, 
142  Mass.  356;  56  Am.  Rep.  684. 
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§  192a  Insurance.  Where  a  warehouseman  agrees  to  insure 
goods  deposited  with  him^  and  does  so,  and  subsequently  the 
goods  are  destroyed  by  fire,  and  he  agrees  with  the  owner  to 
prosecute  suits  against  the  insurance  company  in  his  own  name, 
and  does  so,  but  the  suit  is  defeated  owing  to  the  terms  of  a 
receipt  given  to  the  owner  at  his  request,  by  the  warehouseman, 
the  warehouseman  is  not  liable.^ 

i  19S9.  Parties.  Warehousemen  occupying  a  private 
"  bonded  warehouse/'  who  hold  goods  of  a  merchant  subject 
to  the  lien  of  government  for  unpaid  duties,  under  the  acts  of 
Congress  of  1854  and  1862,  are  liable  to  the  owner  in  an  action 
for  a  loss  of  them,  without  joining  as  a  defendant  the  revenue 
officer  in  whose  custody  the  statute  declares  such  goods  to  be. 
The  custody  intended  by  the  statute  is  a  guard  or  watch,  and 
not  legal  possession  for  all  purposes.^ 

« 

§  1930.  Bemoval  of  goods.  Where  the  bailors  agreed  that 
the  goods  should  be  stored  in  a  certain  warehouse  at  their  risk 
and  expense,  their  removal  by  an  agent  of  the  bailees,  though 
without  their  knowledge,  charged  them  for  the  safe-keeping 
of  their  goods  after  their  removal,  and  they  were  responsible  for 
any  damage  to  said  goods  caused  by  their  removal  to  an  in- 
secure or  improper  place  of  storage*** 

§  1931.  Waiver  of  lien.  When  a  warehouseman  who  has 
goods  in  charge,  states  to  one  who  is  about  to  take  possession 
of  the  same,  by  a  legal  process,  that  he  has  no  charges  on  the 
goods,  this  is  a  waiver  of  the  warehouseman's  lien  for  charges, 
if  any  be  had.*^ 

S  1392.  Wharflngeirs.  Where  grain  was  delivered  to  wharf- 
ingers with  instructions  to  ship  to  a  certain  party  when  certain 
rates  could  be  had,  but  before  shipment  they  were  instructed 
not  to  ship  to  such  party  but  to  another,  and  they  neglected 
the  second  instruction  but  acted  on  the  first,  whereby  the  price 

88  CJole  V.  Favorite,  69  111.  457. 

»WaldPon  v.  Romaine,  22  N.  Y.  370;  Oartwright  v.  WllmerdUog. 
24  id.  536;  2  Blatchf.  121;  Schwerin  v.  McKie,  5  Rob.  404. 
40  St  Lofiky  V.  Davidson.  6  Cal.  643. 
«  Blackman  v.  Pierce.  23  Oal.  508. 
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of  the  grain  was  lost  to  the  owner  on  account  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  consignee^  it  was  held  that  the  wharfingers  were  liable.^' 

I  1033.  For  refusal  to  deliver  goods. 

Form  No,  487. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of    the    pay- 
ment to  him  of dollars  [or :  cents 

per  ton  per  month],  agreed  to  keep  in  his  warehouse  [ 

tons  of  wheat],  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  plaintiff  on  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum. 

II.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  defend- 
ant the  said  [ tons  of  wheat]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  requested  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  said  goods, 

and  tendered  him  dollars  [or  the  full  amount 

of  storage  due  thereon],  hut  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver 
the  same,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

» 

I  1934.  Pasturing  stock.  Where  defendant,  an  agistor  of 
cattle,  placed  plaintiff's  horse  in  a  field,  knowing  that  a  bull 
kept  on  adjoining  land  had  several  times  been  found  in  the 
field  in  which  the  horse  was  placed,  and  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  fence  to  keep  it  out,  and  there  were  several  heifers  in 
the  field  with  the  horse,  and  the  horse  was  gored  and  killed  by 
the  bull;  in  an  action  for  breach  of  qontract  in  not  taking  rea- 
sonable care  of  the  horse,  it  was  held  that  a  knowledge  of  the 
mischievous  nature  of  the  bull  was  not  essential  to  the  liability 
of  defendant,  and  a  verdict  against  him  would  not  be  disturbed 
for  want  of  such  knowledge.*' 

%  1035.  Property  of  plaintiff.  Though  it  is  usual  to  aver 
that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  we  do  not 

4aHowen  v.  Morlan.  78  lU.  162.  Liability  of  wharflngers, 
generally,  see  Newall  v.  Bartiett,  114  N.  Y.  399;  Union  Ice  CJo.  v. 
CroweU,  55  Fed.  Rep.  87:  Willey  v.  Allegheny  City,  118  Penn.  St. 
490;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  608. 

« Smith  V.  Coolv.  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  Div.  79.  An  agintor  is  not  an 
Insurer  of  the  property.    Oibbs  v.  CoykendaJl,  39  Hun,  140. 
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deem  such  an  ayennent  necessary.    He  conld  sue  in  his  own 
name  if  he  were  but  the  agent  of  the  owner.^ 

i  1035a.  Xouej  deposited  for  vam  ot  plaintUf.  As- 
sumpsit for  money  deposited  with  the  defendant  for  the  nse  of 
the  plaintiff  will  not  lie  where  the  money  was  deposited  by 
way  of  pledge  as  security  for  the  performance  of  a  special  con- 
tract in  writings  which  is  still  open  and  unexecuted  in  part, 
and  not  rescinded  by  mutual  consent,  but,  in  such  case,  it  ia 
necessary  to  declare  specially  upon  the  written  contract^ 

M  N.  T.  CMe  OommlssionerB. 
tf  Barrete  v.  Bompa^  118  Oal.  97. 


CHAPTEB  n. 

OOMMON   CABBIBB8. 

I  1086.  Agaixuit  eommozL  carrier,  for  breach  of  duly. 

Form  No.  488, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintifF  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned^  the  defendant 
was  a  common  carrier  of  goods  for  hire,  between  the  places 
hereinafter  named. 

II.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  one  A.  B.  delivered  to  the  defendant  certain 

goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit  [designate  the 
goods],  of  the  value  of dollars,  and  the  defend- 
ant, as  such  earner,  received  the  same,  to  be  by  him  safely 

carried  to ,  and  there  delivered  to , 

for  a  reasonable  reward  to  be  paid  by therefor. 

in.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  said 
goods;  but,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  conducted,  and  so 
misbehaved  in  regi^rd  to  the  same  as  such  carrier,  that  the 
same  were  wholly  destroyed  and  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his 

damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]  * 

I  1037.  Liability  of  common  carrier  of  i^da  — de- 
gree of  care.  Under  the  Oeneral  Railroad  Law,  all  railroads 
are  compelled  to  act  as  common  carriers  for  the  conveyance  of 
all  passengers  and  property  which  may  come  to  their  road  for 
that  purpose.^  As  common  carriers,  they  are  bound  to  safely 
transport  and  deliver  goods  to  the  point  of  their  destination, 
unless  the  same  are  lost  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy. 
In  such  a  case,  the  burden  of  proving  that  they  are  thus  lost 

1  For  the  provisions  of  the  Caiifornla  Civil  Code  in  relation  to 
carriage  in  general,  carriage  of  persons*  carriage  of  property, 
carriage  of  messages,  and  common  carriers,  see  tit.  7,  |i  2085-2209. 

3  Contra  Goeta  R.  K  0>.  v.  Moss.  23  Cal.  323.  A  general  truck- 
man is  a  common  carrier.  Iron  Oa  v.  Hurlburt,  86  N.  T.  flSopp. 
SOB;  71  N.  T.  St  Rep.  880. 
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rests  upon  the  company."  But  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  nav- 
igate on  a  river  is  excused  if  caused  by  the  river's  freezing,  so 
as  to  make  navigation  impossible,  this  being  an  act  of  (}od. 
That  the  contractor,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  had 
•  reasons  which  were  equally  obvious  to  the  other  party,  for  ex- 
pecting such  an  event,  does  not  alter  the  case.^  A  railroad 
company  must  provide  all  reasonable  precaution  to  protect 
property  of  others,  and  it  must  also  be  properly  used,  and  the 
company  are  liable  for  carelessness.  They  are  bound  to  exer- 
cise a  degree  of  care  proportionate  to  the  danger.*  A  carrier 
of  persons  without  reward  must  use  ordinary  care  and  diligence 
for  their  safe  carriage.®  A  earner  of  persons  for  reward  must 
use  the  utmost  care  and  diligence  for  their  safe  carriage;  must 
provide  everything  necessary  for  that  purpose,  and  must  exer- 
cise to  that  end  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill.'' 

f  1938.  Iiiability  as  ordinary  bailees.  Where  carriers 
make  it  the  duty  of  their  agents  by  general  regulation  to  take 
charge  of  property  inadvertently  left  in  their  cars,  and  provide 
at  their  depot  a  place  for  its  safe-keeping,  they  must  in  taking 
charge  of  the  property  be  looked  upon  as  in  the  light  of  bailees 
for  hire,  who  are  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and  diligence.* 

i    1939.    Injury    remotely     attributal  —  insurer.  A  com- 

mon carrier  is  absolutely  liable  for  injury  remotely  attributable 
to  his  own  default,  though  inevitable  accident  be  the  immediate 

8  Jackson  v.  Sacramento  Valley  R.  R.  Ca,  23  Oal.  288;  Bohannaji 
V.  Hammond.  42  id.  227;  Bush  v.  Barrett,  96  Oal.  202.  As  to  the 
obUgatlons  of  carriers  of  property,  see  Oivll  Onie,  |  2114,  and 
following. 

*  Worth  V.  Edmonds.  52  Barb.  40. 

«Gerke  v.  Cal.  Steam  Navigation  Co..  9  Oal.  251;  70  Am.  Dec. 
660;  see  L.  M.  R  Co.  v.  Washburn.  22  Ohio  St.  332. 
« Cal.  OlvU  Code.  S  2006. 

7  Cal.  Oivll  Code.  S  2100;  see,  also.  id..  §i  2101-2104;  Bush  v.  Bar- 
nett,  96  Cal.  202;  Tread  well  v.  Whittler,  80  Oal.  583;  13  Am.  Bt 
Rep.  176.  As  to  the  care  and  dIUgence  required,  directions,  con- 
flict of  orders,  stowage,  deviations,  etc.,  delivery  of  freight,  obliga- 
tions when  freight  not  delivered,  and  how  exonerated  from  liability 
see  Civil  Code.  §§  2114-2121.  3155. 

8  Ang.  on  Carr..  S§  75.  112.  131,  302;  Edw.  on  Bailments,  86,  36; 
26  Wend.  591;  Tower  v.  Utica.  etc.,  R.  R,  Co..  7  HIU.  47;  42  Am.  Dec. 
36;  Morris  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  R.  Ca,  1  Daly.  202;  see  the  caao  of 
O'Bannon  v.  Southern  Ex.  Oa.  51  Ala.  481. 
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cajiBe.^  It  would  seem  that  the  common  carrier  is  an  insiirer 
of  the  property  intrusted  to  him^  and  is  legally  responsible  for 
acts  against  which  he  can  not  provide^  from  whatever  cause 
arising  —  the  acts  of  Ood  and  the  public  enemy  alone  ex- 
cepted.** 

t  1940.  Letters.  A  common  carrier  of  letters  inclosed  in 
enyelopes  is  not  liable  for  any  loss  beyond  that  of  an  ordinary 
letter^  unless  informed  of  the  value  of  the  same  at  the  time  he 
received  the  same.*^  A  contractor  for  carrying  the  mail  is  liable 
for  the  negligence  of  the  carrier.^* 

i  1041.  Liability  of  inland  carriers  for  loss.  In  Cali- 
fornia^ imless  the  consignor  accompanies  the  freight  and  retains 
the  exclusive  control  of  it,  the  carrier  is  liable  from  the  time 
he  accepts  it  until  he  is  relieved  from  liability  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  for  loss  or  injury  from 
any  cause  whatever,  except:  1.  An  inherent  defect,  vice, 
or  weakness,  or  a  spontaneous  action  of  the  property 
itself;  2.  The  act  of  a  public  enemy  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  this  state;  3.  The  act  of  the  law;  or,  4.  Any  irresistible 
superhuman  cause;  and  the  carrier  is  liable,  even  in  cases  com- 
ing within  the  above  exceptions,  if  his  ordinary  negligence  ex- 
poses the  property  to  the  cause  of  the  loss.*'  A  carrier  is  liable 
for  delay,  only  when  it  is  caused  by  his  want  of  ordinary  care 
and  diligence** 

I  1942.  Liability,  how  terminated.  The  liability  of  a 
carrier  ceases,  ^nd  he  becomes  an  ordinary  bailee,  on  refusal  of 
consignee  to  receive  the  goods,**^  or  by  delivering  to  agent  ex- 

•  Michaels  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  30  N.  Y.  564;  86  Am.  Dec. 
415;  Reed  v.  Spaulding,  30  N.  Y.  630;  86  Am.  Dec.  425;  Merritt  v. 
Earle,  20  N.  Y.  115;  86  Am.  Dec.  292;  and  see  Black  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  30  Neb.  197;  BiUs  v.  Railroad  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  5. 

10  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Cal.  10;  see  100  Mass.  506; 
1  Am.  Rep.  131;  Kentucky,  Bank  of,  v.  Adams  Ex.  Co.,  93 
X^  S.  186;  Boluinnan  v.  Hammond,  42  Cal.  227. 

II  Hayes  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  23  Cal.  185;  83  Am.  Dee.  80;  see 
Cal.  Civil  Code,  §§  2161.  2162,  2167. 

12  Sawyer  v.  Corse,  17  Gratt.  230;  94  Am.  Deo.  445. 

13  See  Civil  Code,  §§  2194,  2195. 

14  Id.,  §  2196:  Palmer  v.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  R.  C6.,  101  Cal.  187. 

16  Hathorn  v.  Ely,  28  N.  Y.  78;  Johnson  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  K, 
Oa,  83  id.  610;  88  Am.  Dec.  416. 
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pressl;  or  impliedly  authorized  to  receive  goods.^*  Such  d^v- 
ery  to  agent  must  be  regularly  made,  and  in  due  course  of 
buaincBB.^^  But  though  liable  as  insurer  until  actual  delivery, 
he  may  be  discharged  by  neglect  of  owner  of  goods  to  take 
them  in  due  season.^ 

§  IMS.  Liability  for  live-stock.  Where  the  defendants, 
as  carriers,  transporting  live-stock,  met  with  an  accident  for 
which  they  were  not  liable  under  their  contract,  by  which  the 
animals  were  killed,  it  was  held  that  they  were  not  liable  for 
not  delivering  the  carcasses,  where  they  had  offered  to  carry 
the  carcasses  through,  if  the  owner,  who  was  present,  would 
take  charge  of  them,  and  the  offer  was  declined.^* 

i  1944.  Presumption  as  to  liability.  The  presumption 
is  that  the  responsibility  of  a  party  as  carrier  continues  until 
the  entire  transit  is  complete.*^  And  further  until  actual  de- 
livery, to  the  party  to  whom  the  goods  are  addressed,  or  his 
agent.**  Or  to  the  carriers  next  in  order,  on  a  connected 
route.**  In  the  absence  of  an  express  contract  the  obligation  of 
a  carrier  of  goods  is  to  carry  them  according  to  the  usual  route 
for  the  conveyance  of  such  articles  by  him  for  the  public,  and  to 
deliver  them  within  a  reasonable  time.**    The  presumption  of 

16  Piatt  V.  Wells,  26  How.  Pr.  442;  Hotchklss  v.  Artisans'  Bank^ 
42  Barb.  517. 

17  Cronklte  v.  Wells,  32  N.  Y.  247. 

18  Roth  V.  Buffalo  &  State  Line  R.  R.  Ckx.  34  N.  T.  548;  99  Am.  Dec. 
736;  Gilhooly  v.  New  York  &  Savannah  S.  N.  Ckx.  1  Daiy,  197; 
see,  also^  Civil  Code,  S  3155. 

1*  Lee  V.  Marsh,  43  Barb.  102;  S.  C,  28  How.  Pr.  275.  Whether, 
in  the  conveyance  of  live-stock,  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  the 
common  law  attach  to  the  carrier,  has  been  questioned  by  the 
Oregon  court.  Honeyman  v.  Railroctd  Coi,  13  Oreg.  352;  57  Am. 
Rep.  20.  And,  in  Michigan,  the  carriers  of  live-stock  are  not 
regarded  as  common  carriers  unless  they  have,  by  si)ecial  contract, 
expressly  assumed  the  responsibilities  of  such.  Lake  Shore,  etc., 
R.  R  Co.  V.  Peiitins,  25  Mich.  329;  12  Am.  Rep.  275.  Carrying 
live-stock,  and  liability  as  to,  see  Huston  v.  Railway  Co.,  63  Ma 
Appc  671;  Holloway  v.  Railway  Co.,  62  id.  53;  Kincaid  v.  Railway 
Ca,  id.  365. 

20  Ladue  v.  Griffith,  25  N.  Y.  364;  82  Am.  Dec.  360. 

21  Fenner  v.  Buffalo  &  State  Line  R.  R.  Co.,  46  Barb.  108. 

«  McDonald  v.  The  Western  R.  R.  Corporation,  34  N.  Y.  487. 
2B  Hales  V.  London,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  4  B.  &  S.  6a 
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law  is  againBt  a  common  carrier,  except  it  be  made  to  appear 
that  the  injury  complained  of  coiQd  not  have  happened  by  the 
intervention  of  human  means.^ 

$  1946.  Connected  routes.  Each  company  concurring  in 
the  carriage  of  goods  on  a  connected  route,  is  liable,  even 
though  part  of  joint  route  be  out  of  state.^  The  above  rule  is 
partially  relaxed  to  the  effect  that  each  company  is  only  liable 
for  carriage  of  the  goods  in  the  condition  in  which  it  receives 
them.^  A  railroad  company  which  for  a  consideration  receives 
the  cars  of  a  connecting  company  into  its  custody  and  control, 
and  draws  them  i^dth  their  contents  over  its  own  road,  is  liable 
as  a  common  carrier  for  injuries  to  such  cars  during  their 
transit  over  such  road.^  When  a  railroad  company  contracts 
to  forward  goods  from  Cincinnati  to  Philadelphia,  it  is  an  entire 
contract,  and  the  company  is  liable  for  any  damage  on  the 
whole  route.^  In  case  of  a  passenger  ticket  over  several  lines, 
for  an  entire  price,  the  contract  is  entire,  and  the  company 
selling  the  ticket  may  be  held  solely  liable,  or  the  traveler  may 
look  to  the  real  principals,  and  subject  all  who  are  interested 
in  the  joint  contract.^ 

24  Agnew  V.  Steamer  Contra  Goeta,  27  Oal.  425;  87  Am.  Dec.  87. 
For  full  and  definite  statement  as  to  posltlcms  which  may  be  con- 
sidered as  settled  with  reference  to  responsibility  of  railroad  com- 
panies as  common  carriers,  see  Blssell  v.  New  York  Cent  R.  R.  Co.» 
25  N.  Y.  442,  455456;  82  Am.  Dec.  369;  also,  Ala,,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  89  Ala.  294;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  119;  Gelsmer  y.  Railroad  Co., 
102  N.  Y.  563;  55  Am.  Rep.  837. 

2B  Burtls  Y.  Buffalo  &  State  Line  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  269;  Simmons 
V.  Law,  8  Boew.  213;  McDonald  v.  The  Western  R.  R*  Corporation, 
34  N.  Y.  497;  Wyman  ▼.  Chicago,  etc.,  Railway  Co.,  4  Ma  App.  35. 

26  Smith  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  43  Barb.  225. 

27  Vermont  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  96  Mass.  462; 
92  Am.  Dec.  785.  As  to  how  far  liability  may  be  qualified,  see 
O.  H.  &  D.,  etc.,  Ca  v.  Pontius  &  Richmond,  19  Ohio  St.  221;  2 
Am.  Rep.  391. 

28  Patman  &  Co.  ▼.  O.  H.  &  D.  R.  R.  Co..  2  Disney,  248;  Gaines 
V.  Union  Trans.,  etc.,  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  418;  Field  v.  Chicago,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.,  71  111.  458;  Wabash,  etc.,  R.  R  Co.  v.  Jaggerman,  115  id. 
407;  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  36  Ohio  St  647;  38 
Am.  Rep.  617;  Pereira  v.  Railroad  Co.,  66  Cal.  92.  But  see  Kerriga\i 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  81  id.  248;  Palmer  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  id.  187: 
Cal.  Civil  Code,  §  2201;  Savannah,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  26 
Fla.  148;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  551. 

2»  Check  V.  L.  M.  R.  Co.,  2  Disney  (Cin.  Supr.  Ct.),  237;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Campbell,  36  Ohio  St.  G47;  38  Am.  Rep.  617.    As  to  the  abso- 
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I  1M6.  Carriage  of  perishable  property.  When  two 
kinds  of  property,  one  perishable  and  the  other  not,  are  de- 
livered to  a  common  carrier  at  the  same  time,  by  different 
owners,  for  transportation,  if  the  carrier  can  not  carry  all  the 
property,  he  may  give  preference  to  the  perishable;  and  if  either 
must  wait,  it  should  be  the  latter  or  nonperishable.^ 

f  1047.  Notice  to  owner  reetrictiiig  liability.  Notice 
to  restrict  the  liability  of  carriers  is  not  sufficient  to  bind  the 
owner  of  goods  carried,  if  only  given  without  his  knowledge  or 
assent,  to  one  who  was  directed  by  him  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
carrier.^^  And  while  common  carriers  may  limit  their  liability 
by  special  contract,  they  can  not,  for  reasons  of  public  policy, 
relieve  themselves  from  liability  for  the  actual  value  of  the 
goods  shipped,  provided  they  have  notice  of  such  value,  when 
loss  or  injury  is  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  themselves  or 
their  employees.'^ 

S  1M8.  Treatment  of  passengers.  If  a  railroad  company 
holds  itself  out  as  a  common  carrier  to  a  point  beyond  the 
termination  of  its  road,  it  is  deemed  a  common  carrier  for  the 
whole  distance,  and  if  it  professes  to  contract,  and  does  con- 
tract with,  and  carries  persons  the  entire  distance,  it  must  treat 
nW  alike,  and  contract  with  and  carry  all  who  apply.  This 
principle  applies  to  the  carriage  of  goods  as  well  as  passengers.** 

lute  duty  to  obey  the  instructions  of  the  owner  of  goods  directed 
to  be  forwarded  beyond  the  terminus  of  his  own  route,  and  his 
refipoDsibillty  in  case  of  a  deviation,  see  Johnson  v.  New  York 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  33  N.  O.  610;  88  Am.  Dec.  416;  and  Civil  Code, 
H  2115,  2116. 

.V)  Marshall  v.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ca,  45  Barb.  502;  Tlemey  ▼. 
RAilrofid  Co.,  10  Hun.  569;  76  N.  Y.  305. 

31  Fille!)rown  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  55  Me.  462;  92  Am.  Deo. 
60<?;  O.  H.  &  D.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Pontius  &  Richmond,  19  Ohio  St.  221; 
2  Am.  Rep.  391:  see,  also,  Civil  Code,  $§  2174,  2175  and  2176;  Brown 
V.  Adams  Ex.  Co.,  15  W.  Va,  812;  Erie,  etc..  Trans.  Co.  ▼.  Dater, 
91  HI.  195;  33  Am.  Rep.  51. 

aii  Overland  MaU,  etc.,  Co.  v.  OarroU,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  281: 
WittiDj?  V.  Railroad  Co.,  101  Mo.  613;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  636.  As  to 
oiTeot  of  concurrent  want  of  due  rare  on  part  of  owner,  see 
Hamilton  v.  MoPherRon.  28  N.  Y.  72;  84  Am.  Deo.  330. 

33  Wheeler  v.  S.  F.  &  A.  K.  R.  Co..  31  0^1.  46:  89  Am.  Dec.  147: 
Barney  v.  Steambont  Co.,  67  X.  Y.  301;  23  Am.  Rep.  115;  I^ke  Erie, 
«te.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Acres,  108  Ind.  548. 
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I  1940.  When  not  liable.  A  carrier  is  not  liable  for  the 
loss  of  money  of  one  passenger  contained  in  a  valise  which  an- 
other passenger,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  firsts  deliyers  as  his 
own  baggage,  and  the  carrier  receives  it  as  snch.^  Carriers  can 
not  be  held  liable  for  the  breaking  of  very  brittle  articles  in  a 
package  for  want  of  specially  careful  handling,  if  they  are  not 
warned  of  the  contents  of  the  package.^ 

fi  1060.  Carriagpe  without  compensation.  A  common  car- 
rier is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  goods  where  he  is  to  receive  no 
compensation  for  the  carriage,  and  where  he  has  exercised  ordi- 
nary diligence  in  respect  to  the  same.  His  liability  in  such  a 
case  is  only  that  of  a  bailee  without  hire.^  The  rule  seems  to 
be  different  in  Minnesota.  A  complaint  which  alleges  a  de- 
livery of  goods  to  a  common  carrier,  and  acceptance  by  him 
to  be  conveyed  by  him  without  reward,  the  loss  of  the  goods 
occasioned  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant,  together 
with  the  value  of  the  goods  and  the  amount  of  the  loss  of  the 
bailor^  states  a  ground  of  action.''^  All  bailments,  with  or  with- 
out compensation  to  the  bailee,  are  contracts  founded  on  a 
suf&cient  consideration."® 

fi  1051.  Essential  avermenta  —  delivery.  Where  the  com- 
plaint contains  averments  against  the  defendants  as  common 
carriers,  and  the  action  was  for  damages  done  to  merchandise 
in  their  transportation,  it  was  held  that  it  was  indispensable 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  defendants  were  common  carriers, 
and  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to,  and  received  by  them  as 
such,  for  the  purpose  of  being  transported  for  hire.*®  Delivery 
to  carrier  in  good  order  must  be  shown  to  maintain  an  action 
for  foil  value.  The  burden  of  proof  then  shifts.^  But  such 
delivery  must  be  to  him  or  his  authorized  agent.*^ 

M  Dnnlap  v.  IntematioDal  Steamboat  Co.,  08  Mass.  371. 
ai^  American  Bxpress  Go*,  v.  Perkins,  42  111.  458. 
M  F^  V.  str.  New  World,  1  Gal.  348;  Melbourne  v.  Railroad  Oou, 
88  Ala.  443. 
37  McGauley  v.  Davidson,  10  Minn.  418;  13  id.  165;  97  Am.  Dec. 
». 

88  Id. 

»  Ringgold  V.  Haven,  1  Gal.  116. 
40  Smith  V.  New  York  Gent  IL  R.  Go.,  43  Barb.  225. 
«i  Ball  V.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Go.,  1  Daly,  491. 
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I  1052.  Against  common  carriers,  for  loos  of  gooQs. 

Farm  No.  489. 

[Title.] 

Th.^  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  menticned,  the  defendant 
was  a  common  carrier  of  goods,  for  hire,  between  the  places 
hereinafter  mentioned.' 

II.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  , 

then  paid  [or  as  the  case  may  be]  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  the 

defendant  agreed  safely  to  carry  to ,  and  there 

deliver  to or  order  [or  otherwise,  according  to 

the  fact],  certain  goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 

value  of dollars,  consisting  of  [here  describe  the 

goods],  which  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  who  received  the  same  upon  the  agreement  and  for 
the  purposes  before  mentioned. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the 
said  goods  pursuant  to  said  agreement,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  defendant  so  negligently  conducted  and  so  misbehaved  in 
regard  to  the  same,  in  his  calling  as  carrier,  that  they  were 
wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  .  ^ dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

The  complaint  must  aver  that  the  defendant  is  a  conuaon. 
carrier.^  But  all  corporations  operating  railroads  in  Indiana 
are  made  common  carriers  by  provision  of  statute.  So  an  aver- 
ment that  a  corporation  is  engaged  in  operating  a  line  of  rail- 
road is  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  it  is  a  common  carrier.** 
In  an  action  by  the  consignor  against  the  common  carrier  for 
damages  for  the  nondelivery  of  the  goods  to  the  consignee  at  the 
place  stipulated  in  the  contract,  the  complaint  is  held  bad  on 
demurrer  if  it  does  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
of  such  goods,  or  that  such  goods  were  not  elsewhere  delivered 
to  and  accepted  by  the  consignee  than  the  place  named  in  the 
contract.^ 

The  liability  of  a  common  carrier  for  the  nondelivery  of 
goods  intrusted  to  him  for  carriage,  may  be  enforced  by  an 

42  Louisville,  etc.,  K.  R.  Co.  v.  Gerson  (Ala.),  14  Sa  Bep.  87BL 
48  Pennsylvania  Ox  v.  Clark,  2  Ind.  App.  146. 
44  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Holderman,  69  Ind.  18. 
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action  in  either  of  the  forms  fonnerly  known  as  assumpsit  or 
tort,  at  the  option  of  the  pleader.^  The  suit  may  be  framed 
either  ex  contractUy  upon  the  breach  of  the  engagement  to 
carry  and  deliver,  or  ex  delicto,  upon  the  violation  of  the  pub- 
lic duty.^®  Where  the  summons  was  in  the  fonn  of  an  action 
for  money  on  a  contract,  and  the  complaint  alleged  that  the 
defendant's  business  was  to  carry  goods  for  hire,  the  delivery  of 
goods  to  the  defendant,  payment  of  charges,  the  undertaking 
of  the  defendant  to  deliver,  and  the  loss  of  the  goods,  of  the 
amount  claimed,  with  interest,  it  was  held  that  the  action  was 
upon  contract.*^  On  the  other  hand,  in  action  upon  tort  the 
essential  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  that  the  defendant  was 
a  common  carrier,  the  custom  appertaining  thereto,  and  his 
duty  as  such,  the  loss  of  goods  through  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence or  conversion,  and  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff by  reason  of  the  loss  of  his  goods.*®  It  need  not  be  alleged 
that  a  compensation  was  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid  for  carrying 
the  goods.*^ 

I  1058.  Act  of  Ood.  The  expression,  ''act  of  God,''  as 
used  in  the  law  of  carriers^  includes  those  losses  and  injuries 
which  are  occasioned  exclusively  by  natural  causes,  such  as 
could  not  be  prevented  by  human  care,  skill,  and  foresight.**^ 
Those  acts  are  to  be  regarded  in  a  legal  sense  as  the  acts  of  God 

«Catiln  V.  Adirondack  Co.,  11  Abb.  N.  C.  377;  reversing  20 
Hun,  19. 

4«  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  IL  Co.  v.  Pumphrey,  50  Md.  390.  Where  the 
defendant,  whether  regarded  as  a  common  carrier  or  a  warehouse- 
man, is  liable  for  misdelivery  of  the  goods,  a  plaintiff  who  has 
counted  upon  the  liability  of  the  defendant  as  a  common  carrier 
may  recover  against  such  carrier  as  a  warehouseman.  Cavallaro  v. 
Railway  Co.,  110  Cal.  348. 

47  CatUn  V.  Adirondack  Co.,  11  Abb.  N.  C.  377;  reversing  20  Hun* 
19. 

4Sid.;  and  see  Rideout  v.  Railroad  Co.,  81  Wis.  237. 

tf  Hall  V.  Cheney,  86  N.  H.  26;  and  see  Wiggin  v.  Boston,  etc.,  R. 
R.  Co.,  120  Mass.  201;  Davis  v.  Jacksonville  S.  E.  Line,  126  Mo.  69. 
Under  a  complaint  charging  the  defendant  as  a  common  carrier,  no 
recovery  can  be  had  upon  proof  of  a  liability  as  a  private  carrier 
only.     Honey  man  v.  Railroad  Co.,  13  Oreg.  352;  57  Am.  Rep.  20. 

BO  McArthur  v.  Sears,  21  Wend.  190;  Merritt  v.  Earle,  31  Barb.  38; 
Trent  Navigation,  Proprietors  of,  v.  Wood,  3  Bsp.  127;  1  T.  R.  27; 
1  Harp.  468;  McHenry  v.  Philadelphia,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Harr.  (Del.) 
448;  Slordet  v.  Hall,  4  Blng.  607;  New  Brunswick,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Tiers^ 
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which  do  not  happen  through  human  agency^  such  as  storms, 
lightnings^  and  tempests.^^  The  elements  are  the  means 
through  which  God  acts^  and  damages  by  the  elements  are 
damages  by  the  act  of  Gh)d. 

i  1964.  Date  —  amount.  Ir.  an  action  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  draft  lost  by  a  carrier,  a  complaint  which  does  not  state  the 
date  of  the  draft  which  was  lost  by  the  common  carrier,  the 
amount  for  which  it  was  drawn,  the  time  when  it  was  payable, 
or  to  whom  payable,  is  insuflBtcient.**^ 

S  1956.  Liability.  The  law  adjudges  a  common  carrier 
responsible  for  loss  of  goods,  irrespective  of  any  question  of 
negligence  or  fault  on  his  part,  if  the  loss  does  not  occur  by  the 
act  of  God  or  the  public  enemies." 

9  1966.  Bule  of  damages.  In  an  action  against  carriers, 
the  rule  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  de- 
livery, and  not  the  invoice  price,  or  the  value  at  the  port  of 
shipment.*^  A  common  carrier  for  hire  is  liable  for  punitive 
damages  for  a  gross,  willful,  and  tortious  breach  of  the  duty 
enjoined  upon  him  by  law."  A  principal  is  liable  for  the  actual 
damage  caused  by  the  act  of  his  agent  done  in  the  usual  course 
of  his  employment,  but  is  not  responsible  for  wanton  and 
malicious  damage  done  by  the  agent  without  the  consent,  ap- 
proval, or  subsequent  ratification  of  the  principal.^ 

4  Zabr.  697;  64  Am.  Dec.  394;  Edw.  on  Bailm.  454;  Aug.  on  Carr., 
i  156;  Michaels  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  30  N.  Y.  564;  86  Am.  Dee. 
415;  Shear  v.  Wright,  60  Mich.  159;  Slater  v.  Railway  Co.,  29  8.  O. 
96;  Norris  v.  RaUway  Co..  23  Fla.  182;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  355;  Railway 
Co.  V.  McKenzie,  75  Md.  458. 

Bi  Polack  V.  Ploche,  35  Cal.  416;  95  Am.  Dec.  115;  see  Pay  v.  Pac. 
Imp.  Co..  93  Cal.  255;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  198;  Ryan  v.  Rogers.  96  Cal. 
349. 

B2  Zeigler  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  23  Cal.  179;  83  Am.  Dec.  87. 

M  Merrltt  v.  Barle.  29  N.  Y.  115;  86  Am.  Dec.  292;  Civil  Code, 
§§  2194,  2195;  Palmer  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  Cal.  187;  46  Am.  St  Rep. 
117;  EvansviUe,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Keiter,  8  Ind.  App.  57. 

M  Ringgold  V.  Haven,  1  Cal.  108;  see,  also,  Denver,  etc.,  TL  R.  Go. 
V.  Frame,  6  Col.  382;  Echols  v.  Railroad  Co.,  90  Ala.  866. 

H  Mendelsohn  v.  The  Anaheim  Lighter  Co.,  40  Cal.  657. 

Mid. 
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I  1057.  For  loss  of  bagg^age. 

Form  No.  490. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  was  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  and  their  bag- 
gage^ by  [stage  coach]^  from to , 

for  hire. 

II.  That  on  that  day  he  received  into  his  [coach]  the  plaintiff 
with  his  baggage,  to- wit  [designate  baggage],  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  to  be  carried  from  said to 

,  f or dollars,  then  paid  to  the  de- 
fendant [or  for  him]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  proper  care  therein,  but, 
by  the  negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  him  and  his  ser- 
vants, said  baggage  was  wholly  lost,  to  the  damage  of  the  plain- 
tiff   dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  1968.  Acceptance  of  goods.  To  charge  a  carrier,  there 
must  be  an  acceptance  of  the  goods,  either  in  a  special  manner, 
as  by  "  checking,"  or  according  to  the  usage  of  their  business.*^ 

\  1969.  Baggage,  what  is  and  liability  for.  The  bag- 
gage of  a  passenger  intrusted  to  one  whose  business  it  is  to 
transport  persons  and  their  baggage,  and  with  whom  the  owner 
has  embarked,  is  under  the  same  protection  as  the  goods  are 
which  are  intrusted  to  a  common  carrier  of  goods.'*  The  jury 
are  to  determine  what  constitutes  baggage  under  the  circum- 
stances.   A  sum  of  money  reasonably  necessary  to  defray  the 

57  Story  on  Ballm.,  §  533;  Ang.  on  Carr.,  S  140;  Selway  v.  HoUoway, 
1  M.  Raym.  46;  Gobbau  v.  Downe,  5  Bsp.  41;  Tower  v.  Utica,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.,  7  HIU,  47;  42  Am.  Dec.  36;  Boehm  v.  OomBe.  2  Mau.  & 
S.  172;  Ball  v.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Ck>.,  1  Daly,  491;  East  Line,  etc., 
R.  R  Co.  V.  Hall,  64  Tex.  616. 

M  Merrill  t.  Grinnell,  30  N.  Y.  504;  Oakes  v.  Railroad  Co..  20 
Oreg.  392;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  126;  Shaw  v.  Railroad  Co.,  40  Minn.  144; 
Isaacson  v.  Railroad  Co.,  94  N.  Y.  278;  46  Am.  Rep.  142.  As  to 
the  duty  of  carriers  by  water  with  respect  to  ba^^age  of  pas- 
sengers, see  Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  id.;  Chamberlain  v.  West.  Transp. 
Co.,  45  Barb.  218;  Mudgett  v.  Bay  State  Steamboat  Co.,  1  Daly, 
151;  Glasco  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  Barb.  557;  Gilhooly  v. 
New  York  &  Savannah  S.  N.  Co.,  1  Daly.  197;  see  Cal.  Ciytl  Code, 
IS  2180-2183. 
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expenses  of  the  journey  is  properly  baggage;  this  depends  upon 
the  length  of  the  journey^  and  to  some  extent  the  wealth  of  the 
traveler^  and  it  includes  such  an  allowance  for  accident  or  sick- 
ness^ and  for  sojourning  by  the  way,  as  a  reasonable,  prudent 
man  would  consider  it  necessary  ,t6  make.  It  should  be  lim- 
ited to  money  for  traveling  expenses,  properly  so  called.**  And 
the  carrier  is  responsible  for  the  loss  of  money  in  a  passenger  s 
trunk  to  the  extent  of  reasonable  traveling  expenses.^  But  not 
for  jewelry  belonging  to  a  third  person.*^  The  Civil  Code  of 
California  (§  2181),  declares  that  luggage  may  consist  of  any 
articles  intended  for  the  use  of  a  passenger  while  traveling,  or 
for  his  personal  equipment. 

I  1060.  Baggage,  retaining  custody  of.  The  carrier  of 
passengers  by  steamboat  is  not  exonerated  from  responsibility 
for  the  personal  baggage  of  a  passenger,  by  the  fact  that  the 
passenger  deposits  it  in  the  state-room  occupied  by  him,  of 
which  he  has  the  key,  and  from  which  it  is  stolen.**  So,  a 
mere  supervision  of  one's  baggage  will  not  relieve  from 
responsibility.** 

I  1061.  Money  stolen.  The  owners  of  a  steamboat  are  not 
liable  for  money  stolen  from  the  pockets  of  a  passenger,  it  not 
being  proved  it  was  stolen  by  persons  employed  on  board.** 

S  1062.  Allegation  of  route.  It  is  not  deemed  necessary 
to  state  the  whole  route  of  the  defendants.  That  they  were  car- 
riers between  and  is  sufficient.** 

M  Marin  V.  GrInneU,  30  N.  Y.  594. 

«oid. 

«i  Richards  v.  Wescott,  7  Bosw.  6.  As  to  what  shall  be  Included 
In  the  term  "  baggage,"  see  Metz  v.  Railroad  CJo.,  85  CSal.  329;  20 
Am.  St  Rep.  228. 

«2  HoUister  v.  Nowlen,  19  Wend.  236;  32  Am.  Dec.  455:  Burgess 
T.  Clements,  4  Man.  &  S.  310;  Tower  v.  Utica,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co..  7 
Hin,  47;  42  Am.  Dec.  36;  Mudgett  v.  Bay  State  Steamboat  Co.,  1 
Daly,  151. 

68  Longchamp  v.  Pish,  2  Bob.  &  P.  416. 

w  Abbott  V.  Bradstreet,  55  Me.  530. 

«  See  Clark  v.  Faxton,  21  Wend.  153;  78  Am.  Dec.  126;  Davis  ▼. 
JacksonTille  S.  E.  Line,  126  Mo.  69;  Fort  Worth,  etc.,  Railway  Co. 
T.  McAnulty,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  321. 
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I  1963.  Vehicle.  A  common  carrier  is  absolutely  bound, 
irrespectiye  of  negligence,  to  provide  roadworthy  vehicles.** 

I  1964.  Againut  carrier  by  water,  for  negligvnoe  in  loadini^ 
cargo. 

Form  No,  4^1.  • 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 

caused  to  be  delivered  to  him  [designate  the  goods]  of  the 
plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  to  be  by  the  de- 
fendant safely  and  securely  loaded  on  board  a  certain  vessel  at 

,  f or  the  plaintiff,  for  a  reasonable  compensation 

to  be  paid  said  defendant  therefor;  and  the  defendant  then 
received  the  goods  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  by  himself  and  his  ser- 
vants, conducted  so  carelessly  and  improperly  the  loading  of 
the  said  goods  on  board  the  said  vessel,  that  by  their  negligence 
and  improper  conduct  the  goods  were  broken  and  injured,  and  a 
part  thereof  wholly  destroyed,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1965.  steam-tugs.  The  towing  a  vessel  out  to  sea  by  a 
steamer  is  the  transportation  of  property,  so  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  law  of  common  carriers.®'^  And  the  fact  that  the 
owner  of  the  ship  lost  while  being  towed  out  to  sea  was  the 
agent  of  the  owners  of  the  steam-tug,  does  not  relieve  the  latter 
from  the  obligations  under  which  they  contract  with  others.*® 
Where  defendant  undertook  to  tow  plaintiff^s  schooner  and  a 
Spanish  bark  from  New  Orleans  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  bad  steering  of  the  bark  by  its  own  men,  it 
broke  loose  from  the  tow-boat  and  damaged  the  schooner;  it  was 
held  that  defendants  were  liable  as  carriers.* 

««Alden  V.  New  York  Cent.  B.  R.  Ca,  26  N.  Y.  102;  82  Am.  Dec. 
401;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Valirius,  56  Ind.  511;  Penna.  Oo. 
▼.  Roy,  102  U.  S.  451;  Civil  Code,  «§  2184,  2185. 

«7  White  V.  Tug  Mary  Ann,  e  Cal.  462;  65  Am.  Dec.  523;  but  see 
Hayes  v.  Millar,  77  Penn.  St.  238;  18  Am.  Rep.  445;  Varble  t. 
Bigley,  14  Bush,  69§;  29  Am.  Rep.  435. 

«sid. 

fl»  Clapp  V.  Stanton,  20  La.  Ann.  405;  96  Am.  Dec.  417. 
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I  1066.  Against  carrier  for  not  regarding  notice  to  keag  dxj. 

Form  No.  4^2. 

[Title.] 
llie  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tt^t  on  the   day  of ..,   18..,  at 

,  at    the  port  of   ,  the  defendant 

was  master  and  commander  of  a  certain  vessel  known  as  the 

,  then  lying  at  said  port,  and  the  plaintiff  caused 

to  be  shipped  on  board  said  vessel  certain  [describe  the  goods], 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dol- 
lars, which  said  goods  were  then  in  good  order  and  condition; 
in  consideration  whereof,  and  of  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, then  and  there  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  the 
defendant  then  and  there  promised  carefully  and  safely  to  carry 

and  transport  said  goods  to ,  and  there  safely  to 

deliver  them  to  ,  dangers  of  the  seas  only  ex- 
cepted, and  then  and  there  received  said  goods  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  caused  due  notice  to  be 
given  to  the  defendant  that  it  was  necessary  to  the  preservation 
of  said  goods  that  they  should  be  kept  dry. 

III.  That  the  defendant  failed  to  take  care  of  or  safely  to 
carry  said  goods;  but,  on  the  contrary,  not  regarding  his  said 
promise,  so  negligently  and  carelessly  carried  the  same  that 
they  became  wet,  and  thereby  entirely  destroyed  [or  otherwise 
state  injury  according  to  facts];  which  injury  was  not  oeca- 
sioned  by  reason  of  any  danger  of  the  seas,  but  wholly  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  by  reason 

whereof  the  plaintiff  was  injured  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1967.  Damage  to  carg^.  In  a  case  of  damage  to  cargo, 
where  the  libel  alleges  the  fault  of  the  master  to  be:  1.  That 
he  falsely  represented  his  vessel  to  be  tight,  staunch,  and  sea- 
worthy; and  2.  That  the  danger  resulted  from  the  master's  care- 
lessness, negligence,  and  improper  conduct;  the  libelant  can  not 
claim  another  specific  ground  of  complaint  not  set  up  in  the 
libel,  e.  g.,  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  the  fault  of  the 
master  in  not  putting  into  some  other  port  to  repair  his  vessel, 
and  take  measures  to  preserve  his  cargo.''^ 

70  Sonle  V.  The  Bark  "  Oregon,"  1  Newb.  50*. 
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I  1068.  Notice  in  writing.  If  the  carrier  have  notice,  bj 
writiiig  on  the  article  or  package,  of  the  need  of  peculiar  care, 
he  is  bound  to  comply  with  such  directions.^* 

§  1969.  For  loss  in  unloading. 

Form  No.  493. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  form  No.  492.] 

II.  [As  in  form  No.  492.] 

III.  That  said  vessel  afterwards  safely  arrived  at > 

and  no  [excepted  perils]  prevented  the  safe  carriage  or  delivery 
of  the  goods. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  did  not  deliver  the  said  goods  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  for  want  of  due  care  in  the  defendant  and  his 
ser^'ant8  in  unloading  and  delivering  said  goods  from  said  ves- 
sel, they  were  broken  and  injured,  and  were  wholly  lost  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1970.  Mixing  goods.  Where  defendant,  \vithout  notify- 
ing the  consignees,  unloading  coal  upon  the  bare  ground,  and 
so  carelessly  that  different  sorts  were  mixed  together  with  the 
soil,  the  defendant's  liability  did  not  cease  until  he  had  un- 
loaded the  coal  with  due  care,  and  put  it  in  a  reasonably  safe 
place." 

I  1971.  Against  common  carrier,  for  failure  to  deliver  at  time 
agreed. 

Form  No.  494. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  duly  organized  under 
and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  at  the  times  herein- 
after mentioned  was  a  common  carrier  of  goods,  for  hire,  b^ 
tween and 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant   [de- 

71  See  Baxter  v.  Iceland,  1  Abb.  Adm.  348;  Hastings  v.  Pepper, 
11  Pick.  41;  and  Sager  v.  Portsmouth,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  31  Me.  228; 
50  Am.  Deo.  650. 

72  Rice  V.  Bofiton  &  Worcester  R.  R.  Co.,  08  Mass.  212;  see 
Chicago  &  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott,  42  lU.  132L 
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scribe  goods]^  of  the  value  of dollars,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  a 
reasonable  compensation  to  be  paid  it  by  the  plaintiff,  agreed . 
safely  to  carry  to ,  and  there  deli\er  to  the  plain- 
tiff, on  or  before  the day  of 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  fulfill  its  agreement  safely 

to  carry  the  same,  and  to  deliver  them  in on  said 

day;  but,  on  the  contrary,  although  the  period  between  the 
said  [day  when  received  by  defendant]  and  said  [day  when 
they  should  have  been  delivered]   was  a  reasonable  time  for 

carrying  the  same  from   to   ,  yet 

the  defendant  so  negligently  and  carelessly  conducted,  and  so 
misbehaved  in  regard  to  the  same,  in  its  calling  as  common 

carriers,  that  it  failed  to  deliver  the  same  in until 

the day  of ,  18. . 

IV.  That  the  market  value  of  said  goods  in  [place  of  de- 
livery] on  the  [day  agreed]  was dollars,  but  on 

the  [day  of  actual  delivery]  was  only  dollars; 

and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  damaged 
in dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judoment.] 

{$  1972.    Breach,  of   contract  to   deliver.  A  common  car« 

Tier  becomes  charged  on  his  contract  immediately  upon  his 
failure  to  carry  and  deliver  as  agreed.'^*  The  fact  that  the  con- 
signee's business  address  was  stated  in  the  bill  of  lading  does  not 
oblige  the  shipper  to  depart  from  his  known  and  usual  place  of 
delivery,  and  deliver  a  cargo  at  a  pier  more  continguous  to  the 
consignee's  place  of  business.''*  Delivery  of  goods  by  a  carrier 
to  a  wrong  person  by  mistake,  or  by  gross  imposition,  will  not 

78  Jones  v.  WeUs,  Fargo  &  Co.,  28  Cal.  259.  Where  the  complaint 
in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  failure  of  a  raU- 
road  company  to  transport  and  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time 
]8  in  the  usual  form  employed  in  common-law  actions  ex  contractu. 
It  is  not  subject  to  a  general  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  should  have  specified  what  was  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  trauRportation  of  the  goods,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  special 
demurrer  directed  to  that  point,  the  general  allegation  of  a  failure 
to  transport  and  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time  is  sufficient 
Palmer  v.  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  101  Cal.  187. 

74  Rowland  v.  Miln,  2  Hilt.  150;  Ostrander  v.  Brown,  15  Johns. 
39;  8  Am.  Dec.  211;  Gibson  v.  Culver,  17  Wend.  305;  31  Am.  Dec. 
297;  Western  Trans.  Co.  v.  Hawley,  1  Daly,  327;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code. 
|§  2118,  2119. 
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discharge  his  responsibility  to  the  owner  for  the  value  of  the 
goods,''* 

S  1973.  AUegtttioxi  of  donand.  Where  a  demand  is  nece»- 
fiary  to  perfect  plaintiff's  title,  it  must  be  averred.^ 

I  1974.  Against  carrier  on  special  contract  for  loss  of  gooda^ 

Form  No.  49$^ 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  created  by  and  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned, 
being  such  corporation,  was  a  common  carrier  of  goods  for  hire 
between and 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant,  being 

«uch  corporation,  certain  goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
to- wit  [describe  the  goods],  of  the  value  of dol- 
lars, and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of dollars 

paid  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  then  and  there 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed by  the  defendant  thereunto  lawfully  authorized  by  its 
agent,  of  which  agreement  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy 
agreement]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  said 
goods  pursuant  to  its  said  agreement;  but  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  conducted  and  misbehaved  in  regard  to  the  same, 
that  the  said  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his 
damege dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1976.  Common  carriers  and  forwarders.  Railroad  com- 
panies, as  common  carriers,  may  make  valid  contracts  to  carry 

7B  Adams  v.  Biankenstein,  2  Cal.  413;  56  Am.  Dec.  350;  Sword  v. 
Young,  89  Tenn.  128;  McCuliook  v.  McDonald,  91  Ind.  240;  South. 
Ex.  COw  V.  Van  Meter,  17  Fla.  783;  35  Am.  Rep.  107.  But  non- 
delivery by  a  carrier  is  excused  when  the  consignor  exercises  his 
rijrht  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  Newhall  v.  Railroad  Co..  51  Cal.  345; 
21  Am.  Rep.  713;  and  see  Brasher  v.  Railroad  Co.,  12  Col.  384. 
So,  if  the  goods  be  misdirected,  and  solely  for  this  reason  are  de- 
livered to  the  wrong  person  by  the  carrier,  it  is  not  liable.  Lake 
Shore,  etc.,  R.  R  Co.  v.  Hodapp,  83  Penn.  St  22.  So,  if  the  carrier 
delivers  the  goods  to  a  wrong  person  on  written  authority  from  the 
consignee,  the  consignor  can  not  hold  the  carrier  liable  therefor. 
Dobbin  v.  Railroad  Co.,  56  Misc.  522. 

w  Bristol  V.  Rensselaer  &  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.,  9  Barb.  158. 
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passergere  or  freight  beyond  the  limit  of  their  own  road,  either 
by  land  or  water,  and  in  this  way  become  liable  for  the  acts  and 
neglects  of  other  carriers  which  are  in  no  sense  under  their  con- 
trol.''^ The  Uabilities  of  common  carriers  and  forwarders,  in- 
dependent of  any  express  stipulations  in  the  contract,  are  en- 
tirely different.''®  Where  the  defendants,  being  both  carriers 
and  forwarders,  took  goods  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  oral 
agreement  to  carry,  and  gave  a  receipt  for  the  goods,  expressing 
that  they  were  received  "  to  be  forwarded,"  it  was  held  that 
they  were  liable  as  carriers.^®  A  petition  alleging  that  the 
defendant  was  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  shipping  cattle 
to  and  from  points  in  Texas,  and  by  means  of  connecting 
lines,  to  Chicago,  and  that  defendant  accepted  cattle  from 
plaintiff  for  shipment  to  Cairo,  and  thence  to  Chicago,  for 
a  certain  compensation,  in  the  absence  of  special  exceptions, 
sufficiently  charges  a  contract  of  through  shipment.^  But  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  complaint  in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  brought  on  a  special  contract  to  transport  goods 
beyond  its  own  line,  sets  out  the  contract,  and  its  breach  by 
the  defendant,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  common  carrier.®* 

§  1976.  Special  contract  —  limiting  liabiUty.  A  carrier 
may  contract  against  loss  from  fire  not  caused  by  his  own  neg- 
ligence.®^ By  a  contract  for  carriage  of  live-stock,  the  owner 
took  the  risks  of  a  damage  "  in  unloading,  conveyance,  and 
otherwise,  whether  arising  from  negligence  or  otherwise."  The 
bottom  of  the  car  dropped  out;  it  was  held  that  if  the  car  was 

n  Wheeler  v.  S.  F.  &  A.  R.  R.  Oo.,  31  Cal.  46;  89  Am.  Dec.  147. 

TO  Hooper  v.  WeUs,  27  Cal.  11;  85  Am.  Dec.  211;  and  see  |  194»1, 
ante;  Harris  v.  Howe,  74  Tex.  534;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  8(>2;  Harris  v. 
Railroad  Oo.,  15  R.  I.  371;  Myrick  v.  Mich.,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  107 
U.  S.  102. 

79  Blossom  V.  Griffin,  13  N.  Y.  569;  67  Am.  Dec.  75;  and  see 
McOotter  v.  Hooker,  8  id.  497.  An  agreement  *'  to  forward  "  goods 
may,  in  some  circumstances,  comprehend  a  stipulation  to  carry 
and  deliver  them  beyond  the  defendant's  own  line.  Davis  v. 
Jacksonville  S.  E.  Line,  126  Mo.  69;  but  compare  Dunbar  v. 
Railway  Co.,  36  S.  C.  110;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  860. 

so  Fort  Worth,  etc.,  Railway  Co.  v.  McAnulty.  7  l^x.  App.  321. 

M  Dunbar  v.  Railroad  Co.,  36  S.  C.  110;  31  Am.  St.  Hep.  860 

82  N.  O.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  O.  J.  &  G.  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  l4U  Ann. 
302;  Van  Schak  v.  Transp.  Co.,  3  Biss.  394;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Gilbert; 
88  Tenn.  430. 
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unfit  the  carrier  was  liable.^  Bestrictions  on  the  common-law 
liability  of  a  common  carrier,  inserted  for  his  benefit  in  a  receipt 
drawn  by  himself,  and  signed  by  him  alone,  for  goods  intrusted 
to  him  in  such  capacity,  are  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  oonmion  carrier.^  The  words,  "  not  to  be  responsible  ex- 
cept as  forwarder,"  in  a  common  carrier's  receipt,  do  not  ex- 
empt him  from  liability  for  loss  of  goods  occasioned  by  the  care- 
lessness or  negligence  of  the  employees  of  a  steamboat,  owned 
and  controlled  by  other  parties  than  the  carrier,  but  ordinarily 
used  by  him  in  his  business  of  carrier  as  a  means  of  convey- 
ance.^ When  a  special  contract  is  made  with  a  carrier,  he  be- 
comes as  to  that  transaction  an  ordinary  bailee  and  a  private 
carrier  for  hire^  The  common  carrier's  liability  for  loss  occar 
sioned  by  negligence  in  the  agents  he  employs  will  not  be 
restricted,  unless  the  intention  to  thus  exonerate  him  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  instrument  in  plain  and  unequivocal  terms.^ 
If  there  be  a  special  contract  varying  the  liability  of  the  car- 
rier, the  action  is  properly  brought  on  the  special  contract  and 
not  on  the  general  liability.^  Thus,  if  an  owner  of  goods  when 
he  delivers  them  to  a  conmion  carrier  for  shipment  receives  and 
accepts  a  bill  of  lading  therefor  containing  a  stipulation  against 
the  carrier's  liability  for  loss  by  fire,  and  the  goods  are  so  de- 
stroyed, an  action  against  the  carrier  for  their  loss  is  properly 
instituted  on  the  contract  and  not  on  the  common-law 
liability.**     And  it  is  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  in  such 

ss  Hawkins  v.  Great  West.  R.  B.  Co.,  17  Mich.  57;  97  Am.  Dec. 
179. 

84  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Cal.  11;  85  Am.  Dec.  211. 

85  Id. 

86  Dorr  V.  New  Jersey  S.  N.  Co.,  11  N.  Y.  490;  62  Am.  Dec.  125; 
Moriarty  v.  Hamden's  Express  Co.,  1  Daly,  227;  Dunbar  v.  Railroad 
Ca,  36  S.  C.  110;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  860. 

87  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Cal.  11;  85  Am.  Dec.  211; 
Nicholas  V.  Railroad  Co.,  89  N.  Y.  370.  As  to  the  power  of  com- 
mon carrier  of  goods  to  limit  his  responsibility  by  special  contract, 
see  Price  v.  Hartshorn,  44  Barb.  655;  Lee  v.  Marsh,  44  id.  102; 
S.  C,  28  How  Pr.  275;  Meyer  v.  Hamden's  Express  Co.,  24  id.  290; 
Helneman  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  R  Co.,  31  id.  430;  Moriarty  v. 
Hamden*8  Express  Co.,  1  Daly,  207;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  §§  2174- 
2176;  i  1947,  ante.  As  to  carriage  of  live-stock,  see  St.  Louis,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Weakly,  50  Ark.  397;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  104;  111.  Cent. 
R.  R.  Go.  r,  Scruggs,  69  Miss.  418;  §  1943,  ante. 

88  Broaz  v.  Cent.  R.  IL  Co.,  87  Ga.  463. 

8»  Indianapolis,  etc..  Railway  Go.  v.  Forsythe,  4  Ind.  App.  S26. 
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an  action  would  be  on  the  owner  to  establish  negligence.** 
It  is,  however,  held,  that  the  existence  of  a  special  contract 
for  the  shipment  of  goods,  with  certain  stipulations  therein 
exempting  the  carrier  from  liability,  is  no  obstacle  to  the  main- 
tenance  of  an  action  of  tort  based  on  his  legal  duty  and  a 
breach  thereof  by  negligence.®*  Tort  is  the  ratnral  and  habitual 
foundation  of  the  action  for  the  breach  of  the  ordinary  con- 
tract of  carriage,  and  the  complaint  or  declaration  will  be 
so  construed,  unless  the  facts  of  the  case  clearly  show  that  the 
plaintiff  has  elected  to  sue  on  the  contract.** 

I  1977.  Sunday  contract.  In  Massachusetts,  a  contract 
made  in  violation  of  Sunday  is  void,  and  no  subsequent  ratifica- 
tion will  sustain  an  action  upon  it.*^  But  the  rule  laid  down  in 
New  York  does  not  exempt  the  carrier  from  his  liability  for  the 
loss  upon  a  contract  under  the  Sunday  laws  of  New  York,  be- 
cause it  is  made  on  Sunday.  To  render  it  invalid,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  contract  should  require  the  work  or  labor  agreed 
for,  to  be  performed  on  Sunday.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  against  the  carrier,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  contract 
is  good  or  bad.  The  liability  of  the  carrier  is  imposed  by  law, 
and  does  not  rest  on  his  contract.*^  The  making  of  a  contract 
on  Sunday  is  not  labor  within  the  prohibition  of  Sunday  laws, 
nor  was  it  prohibited  by  common  law.*^    And  a  valid  contract 

Mid.;  WltUng  V.  Railroad  Ck>.,  101  Ma  631;  20  Am.  St  R^.  636; 
Piatt  V.  Railroad  Ca,  108  N.  Y.  358;  Steamship  Ck>.  v.  Smart,  107 
Penn.  St  492;  St  Louis,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Weakly,  50  Ark.  397: 
7  Am.  St  Rep.  104.  But  the  opposite  view  is  maintained  in  some 
of  the  states,  see  Hull  v.  Railroad  Co.,  41  Minn.  510;  16  Am.  St 
Rep.  722;  West«ni  Railway  v.  HarweU,  91  Ala.  340;  Railroad  Go. 
V.  Bigger,  66  Miss.  319;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Manning,  23 
Neb.  552. 

M  Nic<rtl  V.  RaUway  Co.,  89  Ga.  260. 

«2  Whittenton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Packet  Co.,  21  Fed.  Rep.  896. 

08  Day  V.  McAllister,  15  Gray,  433.  But  the  indorser  of  a  note 
is  estopped,  in  an  action  thereon,  to  deny  the  validity  of  a  note 
because  it  was  executed  by  the  maker  on  Sunday.  Presoott  Net. 
Bk.  V.  Butler,  157  Mass.  548. 

MEdw.  on  BaJlm.  466;  Allen  v.  Sewall,  2  Wend.  327;  Hollister 
V.  Nowlen,  19  id.  329;  32  Am.  Dec.  455;  1  Chit  1;  Menitt  v.  Earle, 
29  N.  T.  115;  86  Am.  Dec.  292;  and  see  Coetello  v.  Ten  Byck,  86 
Mich.  348;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  128. 

M  Horack  v.  Keebler,  5  Neb.  355. 
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may  be  made  on  that  day  for  the  performance  of  labor^  provided 
the  labor  is  not  to  be  perfonned  on  Sunday.^ 

I  1978.  Againfit  telegraph  company  for  failure  to  transmit 
me«Mge  as  directed. 

Form  No.  496. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  and  doing 
business  under  the  laws  of  the  state^  and  is,  and  at  all  times 
hereinafter  mentioned  was,  engaged  in  the  business  of  tele- 
graphing for  hire. 

II.  That    on    the   day   , ,  18..,  the 

plaintiff  presented  to  the  defendant,  at  its  office  in , 

the  following  message,  to- wit: 

"  John  Doe,  San  Francisco.  Buy  one  hundred  tons  of  wheat. 
James  Eoe  *'  (the  plaintiff). 

Which  message  defendant  received  and  promised  to  forward 
by  telegraph  to  said  John  Doe  in  San  Francisco.  That  in  con- 
sideration thereof  the  plaintiff  paid  the  defendant 

dollars. 

III.  That  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  said 
message  was  not  transmitted  as  written  by  plaintiff,  but  was  sent 
and  delivered  to  said  John  Doe  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

**  John  Doe,  San  Francisco.  Buy  five  hundred  tons  of  wheat. 
James  Eoe." 

IV.  That  said  John  Doe,  in  pursuance  of  said  message  so  de- 
livered to  "him,  bought  five    hundred  tons  of  wheat  for  the 

account  of  the  plaintiff;  that  immediately  on  learning  the  error 
in  said  telegram,  plaintiff  notified  defendant  of  the  same,  and 
that  through  said  error  four  hundred  tons  of  wheat  had  been 
bought  more  than  was  directed  to  be  bought  by  the  original 
message  written  by  the  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff  asked  instructions 
from  defendant  relative  to  the  disposition  of  said  four  hundlred 
tons;  the  defendant  refused  to  take  any  notice  thereof  or  give 
any  instructions  concerning  said  wheat,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon sold  the  same  at  San  Francisco,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  at  the  highest  market  rate. 

96  Johnson  v.  Brown.  13  Kan.  529;  Bloom  v.  Richards,  2  Ohio 
8t.  887.  A  contract  made  on  Sunday,  for  the  transmission  and 
deUvery  of  a  telegram  from  one  brother  to  another/  announcing*  the 
death  of  their  father,  is  not  void  under  the  Alabama  Code,  §  1749. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  WilscHi,  98  Ala.  32;  30  Am.  Bt  Bep.  28w 
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y.  That  the  price  paid  by  eaid  plaintiff  for  said  wheat  was 

dollars,  and  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  the 

further  sum  of dollars  commissions  on  said  pur- 
chase; that  plaintiff  sold  said  wheat  for doUarSy 

and  was  compelled  to  pay dollars  commissiona  on 

said  sale. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

Sufficiency  of  complaint  or  petition  in  action  against  telegn^h 
company  for  failure  to  transmit  or  for  delay  in  deliveiy  of  mes- 
sage.^ A  declaration  against  a  telegraph  company  for  refusing  to 
transmit  a  message,  should  allege  that  such  refusal  was  willful  or 
wTongfid,  or  contain  an  allegation  of  facts  showing  such  willful- 
ness or  wrongfulness.^  And  if  such  declaration  contains  no 
allegation  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  owned  or  operated 
any  telegraph  line^  or  that  such  line  extended  to  the  point  to 
which  the  plaintiff  desired  the  message  sent,  or  that  it  was 
ongaged  in  the  business  of  sending  such  telegraphic  messages 
for  reward,  or  holds  itself  out  to  the  public  as  so  doing,  or  that 
it  has  any  facilities  for  sending  such  messages,  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.^  But 
the  statement  of  a  cause  of  action,  instituted  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  for  negligence  in  the  transmission  of  a  telegram,  was 
held  sufficient,  although  it  did  not  set  forth  the  language  of  the 
telegram,  nor  point  out  wherein  the  mistake  complained  of  con- 
sisted further  than  by  stating  that  the  meaning  of  the  telegram 
had  been  negligently  altered.^^  Where  a  con.plaint  states  that 
a  copy  of  a  telegraph  message  is  attached,  which  copy  has  the 
message  written  upon  a  blank  printed  form  containing  certain 
conditions,  such  blank  with  the  message  and  conditions  thereon 
forms  a  part  of  the  complaint.^*** 

S  1978a.  Allegation  of  specolatiTe  damages.  Damages 
must  be  measured  by  the  loss  sustained,  and  where  that  loss  can 
not  be  ascertained,  damages  can  not  be  recovered.    Hence,  a 

w  See  Martin  v.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co..  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  143;  Green- 
berg  V.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Cou,  89  Ga,  754;  West.  Un.  Tel.  Oow  ▼. 
Wilson,  93  Ala.  32;  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  23;  Ferguson  v.  Anglo-Am. 
Tel.  Co.,  151  Penn.  St.  211;  Reese  v.  West  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  123  Ind. 
294;  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eskridge,  7  Ind.  App.  20a 

«8  South  Fla.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Maloney,  34  Fla.  338. 

wid.;  and  see  Acheson  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  96  Cal.  641. 

100  Lee  V.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  51  Mo.  App.  375. 

101  SherriU  v.  West  Un.  Tel.  Co..  109  N.  C.  527. 
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complaint  in  an  action  against  a  telegraph  company  alleging 
that  through  the  gross  neglect  of  the  defendant  in  wrongfully 
addressing  a  telegram^  causing  a  delay  in  its  delivery,  the  plain- 
tiff was  prevented  from  receiving  an  appointment  as  deputy 
<}ity  assessor,  at  a  specified  monthly  salary,  which  he  would  have 
received  if  the  message  had  been  promptly  delivered,  and  that 
he  had  sustained  damage  to  the  amount  of  five  months'  salary, 
for  which  judgment  is  prayed,  is  subject  to  a  general  demurrer 
upon  the  ground  that  the  damages  are  too  speculative  and  un- 
certain to  be  recovered.^^ 

S  1978b.  Who  may  sue.  The  law  as  regards  the  proper 
parties  to  sue,  as  between  consignor  and  consignee  on  a  con- 
tract of  carriage,  is  thus  summarized  by  Mr.  Angell:  First, 
where  the  entire  property  is  in  the  consignor,  he  is  the  proper 
party  to  sue;  second,  where  the  entire  property  is  in  the  con- 
signee, the  latter  sues;  third,  where  both  are  interested,  one 
as  general,  the  other  as  a  special  owner,  then  either  may  sue.*^ 
A  suit  may  be  maintained  against  a  common  carrier  in  the 
name  of  any  person  having  either  a  general  or  special  property 
in  the  goods  involved,  and  an  action  properly  brought  by  such 
person,  will  be  a  baa*  to  any  subsequent  suit  against  the  carrier 
by  another  party  having  either  a  general  or  special  property 
in  the  same  goods  for  the  same  damages.**^  The  party  with 
whom  the  contract  of  shipment  is  made  may,  prima  facie, 
recover  for  its  breach,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  title  to 

102  Kenyon  v.  West.  Un.  Tel.  Oo.,  100  Cal.  454;  but  compare  West. 
Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Fenton,  52  Ind.  1;  see,  generally,  as  to  the  damages 
recoverable  for  failure  to  send  or  deliver  a  telegram  correctly  and 
promptly,  Brown  v.  West.  Un.  Tel.  CJo.,  6  Utah,  219;  Mackay  v. 
West  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  16  Nev.  222;  Russell  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  3  Dak. 
Tr.  315;  West  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  39  Kan.  93;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  530; 
West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Carter,  85  Tex.  580;  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  828. 
The  loss  of  a  bargain,  from  which  profits  would  have  resulted,  can 
not  be  visited  in  damages  upon  the  carrier,  unless  informed  of  the 
purpose  or  importance  of  the  message.  Cannon  v.  Telegraph  Co., 
100  N.  O.  300;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  500;  compare  Baldwin  v.  West.  Un. 
Tel.  Co.,  93  Ga,  692;  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  194. 

103  Ang.  on  Carr.,  §  495;  and  see  Wetzel  v.  Power,  5  Mont.  214; 
ONeill  v.  Railroad  Co.,  60  N.  Y.  X38;  Ober  v.  Railroad  Co.,  13  Mo. 
App.  81;  Dyer  v.  Railroad  Co.,  51  Minn.  345;  38  Am.  St  Rep.  506. 

104  lu.,  etc.,  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Miller,  32  lU.  App.  259;  Denver,  etc., 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Frame,  6  Col.  382;  Wolfe  v.  Railroad  Co.,  97  Mo.  478; 
10  Am.  St  Rep.  331. 

Vol.  1—12,'^ 
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the  goods.^^  The  person  to  whom  a  telegram  is  directed  can 
maiBtain  aa  action  for  whatever  legal  damage  results  to  him 
from  the  negligence  of  the  company  in  its  transmission  or 
delivery,  where  the  message  shows  that  he  is  interested  in  it, 
or  that  it  is  for  his  benefit,  or  that  damage  will  result  to  him 
ilrom  such  negligence.*^  The  party  to  be  in  fact  accommo- 
dated, benefited,  or  served,  holds  the  beneficial  interest  in  the 
contract,  and  when  that  one  sustains  damage  from  its  breach, 
a  right  of  action  arises  in  his  favor;*^  and  it  is  wholly  imma- 
terial by  whom  the  compensation  for  sending  the  message  was 
paid.**^  But  when  the  plaintiff  was  no  party  to  the  contract 
under  which  the  message  was  sent,  and  the  company  was  not 
informed,  either  by  the  terms  of  the  message,  or  otherwise,  that 
the  contract  was  for  his  benefit,  he  can  not  recover.*^ 

100  Davis  V.  Jackson viUe  S.  E.  Line,  126  Ma  60;  also,  to  same 
effect,  OantweU  v.  Pac.  Ex.  Co.,  58  Ark.  487. 

106  International,  etc.,  Tel.  Ga  v.  Saunders,  32  Fla.  434;  West 
Tin.  Tel.  Go.  v.  Hope,  11  111.  App.  289;  De  Rutte  v.  Albany,  eta, 
Tel.  Co.,  1  Daly,  547. 

107  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Adams,  75  Tex.  531;  16  Am.  St  Jtep. 
920;  SherrlU  v.  West  Un.  Tel.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  527;  Baldwin  v.  West 
Un.  Tel.  Co.,  93  6a.  692;  44  Am.  St  Rep.  194. 

108  West.  Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Beringer,  84  Tex.  38. 

lOQWest  Un.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Wood,  57  Fed.  Rep.  471;  West  Un.  TeL 
Oa  V.  Fore  (Tex.  App.),  26  B.  W.  Rep.  788. 


CHAPTEE  III. 
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I  1979.  AgainBt  agent  for  not  iwing  diligence  to  sell*  goode. 

Form  No,  497. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of   ,   18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  as  his 

agent,  and  for  compensation  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff,  to  sell  for 
him  certain  goods,  to-wit   [describe  thefti],  of  the  value  of 

dollars;  and  thereupon  received  the  same  from 

hiin  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  sell  the 
same,  but  unreasonably  delayed  so  to  do;  and  by  reason  thereof, 
the  same  were  afterwards  sold  by  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff 

and  produced dollars  less  than  the  same  would 

have  produced  had  the  defendant  used  due  diligence  in  selling 

the  same;  and  whereby  plaintiff  incurred dollars 

expenses  in  warehousing  same,  to  his  damage  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 
I  1980.  Ferryman.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  ferryman  to  see 
that  the  teams  are  safely  driven  on  board  the  boat,  and  if  he 
thinks  proper,  he  may  drive  him^lf,  or  unharness  the  team,  or 
unload  the  wagon  ta  get  them  safely  on  board.^  But  if  the 
ferryman  permits  the  party  to  drive  himself,  he  constitutes  him 
quoad  hoc  his  agent.^ 

9  1981.  Negligence  of  sheriff.  The  mere  omission  of  a 
deputy  to  inform  the  sheriff  of  having  process  in  hand  is  not 
such  negligence  as  to  charge  the  sheriff  in  case  a  writ  last  in 
hand  was  executed  first.* 

1  May  V.  Hansen,  5  Cal.  360;  63  Am.  Dec.  135. 

2  Id.  A  ferryman  who  receives  horses  for  transportation.  In 
charge  of  a  driver,  can  not  be  held  liable  for  an  accident  to  them» 
In  the  absence  of  negligence  on  his  part.  Terkee  v.  Sabin,  97 
Ind.  141;  40  Am.  Rep.  434. 

8  Whitney  v.  Butterfleld,  13  Cal.  335;  73  Am.  Dec.  584. 
4  Ooit  V.  Humbert,  5  Gal.  260;  63  Am.  Dec.  128. 
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I  1982.  Pledgee  as  agent.  A  party  by  pledging  negotiable 
securities  transferable  by  delivery  loses  all  right  to  the  securi- 
ties when  transferred  by  the  pledgee  in  good  faith  to  a  third 
party.  The  pledgee  in  such  a  case  should  be  treated  in  the 
transaction  as  the  agent  of  the  owner^  and  the  owner  should 
be  bound  by  his  acts  in  the  premises.^ 

i  1988.  Powers  of  agent.  In  an  action  by  a  principal 
against  his  agent  charging  him  with  an  abuse  of  his  poweiB,  it 
is  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  acted  as  agent.® 

I  1984.  UnauthoriJBed  act  of  agent.  The  ratification  by 
a  principal  of  an  unauthorized  act  of  an  agent  has  a  retroactive 
efficacy^  and  being  equivalent  to  an  original  authority,  an  alle- 
gation of  due  authority  is  sustained  by  proof  of  such  ratifica- 
tion. If  an  agent  acting  in  good  faith  disobey  the  instructions 
of  his  principal  and  promptly  inform  his  principal  of  the  fact, 
the  principal  should  at  the  earliest  opportunity  repudiate  the 
act  if  he  disapprove.  Silence  is  a  ratification^  A  principal 
is  liable  for  the  actual  damage  caused  by  the  act  of  his  agent 
done  in  the  usual  course  of  his  employment,  but  is  not  respon- 
sible for  wanton  or  malicious  damage  done  by  theagent  without 
consent,  approval,  or  subsequent  ratification  by  the  principal.* 

i  1986.  Against  agent  for  carelessly  selling  to  an  insolvent. 

Farm  No.  498. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  undertook  with  the  plaintiff,  as 

his  agent,  and  for  the  compensation  to  be  paid  by  him,  to  sell 
for  him  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  to-wit  [designate  goods],  of  tho 

value  of dollars,  and  thereupon  received  the  same 

from  him  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  sell,  or 

in  selling  the  same,  but  negligently  sold  the  said 

for  the  plaintiff  to  a  person  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  then 
well  knowing  said  person's  financial  embarrassments,  without 

6  Aetna  Ins.  Go.  v.  Sabine,  6  McLean,  393. 
«  Hoyt  V.  Thompson's  Exrs.,  19  N.  Y.  218. 
1  Pray  v.  Gunn,  53  Ga.  144;  Heyn  v.  O'Hagen.  60  Mich.  150. 
s  Mendelsohn  v.  Anaheim  Lighter  Co.,  40  Cal.  657;  George  v. 
Gobey,  128  Mass.  289;  35  Am.  Rep.  37a 
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receiving  the  price  therefor,  or  taking  security  for  the  payment 
thereof;  whereby  the  plaintiflf  has  hitheri;o  lost,  and  is  likely 

wholly  to  lose  the  price,  to  plaintiff^s  damage   

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  1986.  Against  agent  for  selling  for  a  worthless  bilL 

Form  No.  499. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  undertook  with  the  plaintiff,  as 

his  agent,  and  for  a  compensation  to  be  paid  by  him,  to  sell 
for  him  [state  what],  for  cash  or  an  approved  bill  or  note,  at 
thirty  days  or  less,  and  not  otherwise  [or  state  the  fact]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  in  selling 
the  same,  but  negligently  and  Mrithout  exercising  ordinary  busi- 
ness care,  sold  the  same  for  a  bad  and  insufficient  bill  of  ex- 
change, for dollars,  having months  to 

run,  and  which  is  worthless  and  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  although  the  same  became  payable  before  this  actiem,  it 

is  still  unpaid,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

i  1987.  Against  an  auctioneer,  for  selling  below  the  owner's 
limit. 

Form  No.  500. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  the  business  of 

an  auctioneer,  and  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would 
deliver  to  him  [describe  the  goods],  to  be  sold  by  him  for  the 
plaintiff  for  a  compensation,  undertook,  as  such  auctioneer,  at 
the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  to  sell  the  same,  at  and  for  no 

less  money  than  the  sum  of dollars,  and  not  to 

sell  them  otherwise- 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  delivered  said  goods  to  the  defendant 
for  that  purpose. 

III.  That  the  defendant,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  plaintiff,  sold  said  goods  for  less  than  the  sum  to  which 
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he  was  so  limited  as  aforesaid^  to-wit^  for dollara, 

to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demakd  of  Judgment.] 

S  1988.  Agftlnwt  an  auctioneer^  for  Belling  on  credit  agminst 
orders. 

Form  No.  501, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the    day  of    ,  18. .,  at 

,  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  the  business  of 

an  auctioneer,  and  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would 
deliver  to  him  [describe  goods],  to  be  sold  by  him  for  the 
plaintiff  for  a  compensation,  undertook  as  such,  at  the  time 
and  place  aforesaid,  to  sell  the  same  for  cash,  and  not  otiierwise. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  delivered  said  goods  to  the  defendant 
for  that  purpose. 

III.  That  the  defendant  afterwards  sold  said  goods  on  credit 
without  the  plaintiff's  consent,  and  that  the  parties  to  whom 
such  sale  was  made  are  and  then  were  wholly  insolvent,  and  the 

debt  is  of  no  value;  to  the  plaintiff's  damage   

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1989.  Against  auctioneer  or  agent,  for  not  accounting. 

Form  No,  502. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18 .  ., 

at   ,  the    plaintiff    shipped    from    the    port    of 

,  consigned  to  the  defendant,  then  his  agent,  at 

,  to  sell  for  tjash   [describe  the  goods],  of  the 

value  of  dollars,  and  gave  notice  of  said  con- 
signment to  the  defendant,  which  agency,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, he  undertook  and  entered  upon. 

II.  That  he  received  said  goods,  and  thereafter  sold  the  same, 

or  some  part  thereof,  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  for 

dollars. 

III.  That  a  sufficient  and  reasonable  time  has  elapsed  since 
said  goods  were  received  and  sold  by  defendant,  yet  he  has 
neglected  and  refused,  and  still  neglects  and  refuses,  to  render 
to  the  plaintiff  a  just  and  true  account  of  such  sale^  and  of  the 
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proceeds  thereof,  and  has  also  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 

over  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

S  1990.  Agent.  In  an  action  against  an  agent  for  not 
accounting,  a  request  to  account  and  pay  over  must 'be  alleged 
in  the  complaint  and  proved  at  the  trial.®  But  the  principal 
must  make  demand  within  a  reasonable  time  if  he  has  notice 
of  the  payment  of  money  to  his  agent  or  attorney,  and  if  he 
neglects  to  do  so,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  run.^^ 

§  1991.  Against  forwarding  agent,  for  not  forwarding  goodn 
as  agreed. 

Form  No.  soS- 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

was  a  forwarding  agent,  and  keeper  of  a  warehouse,  at , 

for  the  reception  of  goods  intended  to  be  forwarded  by  him, 
for  hire,  from to 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  the  plaintiff 

deliyered  to  the  defendant  certain  merchandise,  to-wit  [desig- 
nate the  same],  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 
dollars,  which  the  defendant  received  and  under- 
took for  hire,  to  forward  in  a  reasonable  time  from 

to ,  by  vessel,  and  meanwhile  to  store  and  safely 

keep  the  same. 

III.  That  after  defendant  received  said  goods,  such  a  vessel 
did,  within  a  reasonable  time  then  following,  to-wit,  on  or  about 

the day  of ,  18. .,  sail  from  said 

io  ,  and  the  defendant  might  and  ought  to  have 

delivered  the  said  goods  to  the  master  of  such  vessel  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid. 

9  Bushnell  v.  MeCauley,  7  Gal.  421.  Necessity  of  alleging  a  de- 
mand, see  Olaypool  v.  Gish,  108  Ind.  424.  But  a  demand  is  not 
required  where  the  agency  is  denied,  or  a  claim  is  set  up  exceeding 
the  amount  collected,  or  the  agent's  responsibility  is  disputed  in 
the  answer.  Wiley  v.  Logan,  95  N.  O.  358.  Nor  if  the  evld^ice 
shows  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the  money  by  the  agent.  Terrell 
V.  Butterfleld,  92  Ind.  1. 

10  Whitehead  v.  Wells,  29  Ark.  99. 
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IV.  That  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  re- 
spect, did  not  do  so,  or  otherwise  forward  said  goods  within  a 
reasonable  time,  but  kept  and  detained  the  same  in  his  said 
warehouse,  for  a  long  ajid  imreasonable  time,  to-wit,  four 
months,  whereby  the  said  goods  perished,  to  the  damage  of  the 

plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

9  1092.  Forwarders  are  not  insurers.  Forwarders  are  not 
insurers,  but  they  are  responsible  for  all  injuries  to  property 
while  in  their  charge,  residting  from  negligence  or  misfeasance 
of  themselves  their  agents,  or  employees.^* 

S  1993.  Against  an  attorney  for  negligence  in  'the  prosecu- 
tion of  a  suit. 

Form  No.  504, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  the  times  her^nafter  men- 
tioned was,  an  attorney  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  state; 

that  the  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  month  of ^  18 •  •> 

retained  and  employed  him  as  such  attorney,  to  prosecute  and 
conduct  an  action   in   the    Superior    Court  of  the  county  of 

,  state  aforesaid,  on  behalf  of  this  plaintiff,  against 

one  A.  B.,  for  the  recovery  of dollars,  due  from 

him  to  this  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  undertook  to  prosecute 
said  action  in  a  proper,  skillful,  and  diligent  manner,  as  the 
attorney  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  might,  in  case  he  had  prosecuted  said 
action  with  due  diligence  and  skill,  have  obtained  final  judg- 
ment therein  for  this  plaintiff  before  the day  of , 

18..,  but  he  so  negligently  and  unskillfuUy  conducted  said 
action,  that  by  his  negligence,  delay,  and  want  of  skill,  he  did 

not  obtain  judgment  until  the day  of 18 . . , 

and  that  meanwhile  said  A.  B.  had  become  insolvent;  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  hindered  and  deprived  of  the  means  of  re- 
covering said  sum  of  money,  and  that  the  same  has  not,  nor 
has  any  part  thereof,  been  recovered  or  made  by  plaintiff,  to 
his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

11  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Cal.  11;  85  Am.  Dec.  211. 
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I  1994.  Attorneys,  liabiUties  of.  An  attorney  is  liable 
to  his  client  for  want  of  ordinary  care,  skill,  diligence,  and 
integrity.*^  But,  where  in  a  suit  a  question  has  been  made  and 
decided  by  the  supreme  court,  counsel  can  not  be  charged  with 
negligence  in  acting  upon  that  decision  as  the  law  of  the  case.^^ 
Nor  where  he  accepts  as  correct  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  his  own  state  in  advance  of  any  decision  by  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  on  the  same  subject.** 

S  1995.  Qeneral  averment  that  he  was  retained.  In 
declaring  against  an  attorney  for  negligence,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  aver  generally  that  he  was  retained.  But  if  it  be  alleged 
that  he  was  retained  in  consideration  of  certain  reasonable  fees 
and  rewards  to  be  paid  him,  and  no  future  time  is  agreed  upon 
for  the  payment  of  such  fee,  the  declaration  must  aver  payment, 
and  the  omission  of  this  is  error.\° 

9  1996.  For  negligent  defense. 

Form  No.  505, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  stated 
was,  an  attomey-at-law,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  month  of 

,  18. .,  at ,  retained  him  as  such,  to 

defend  on  behalf  of  this  plaintiff  an  action  brought  against  him 

by  A.  B.,  then  pending  in  the court  of  said  state, 

for  the  recovery  of dollars,  and  the  defendant 

undertook  to  defend  said  action  in  a  proper,  skillful,  and  dili- 
gent manner,  as  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  such  proceedings  were  had  in  such  action  that  on 

or  about  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  it  became  the 

duty  of  the  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of  this  plaintiff,  to  inter- 
pose an  answer  on  his  behalf  to  the  complaint  therein,  but  he 
wholly  neglected  so  to  do,  and  by  reason  thereof,  and  througli 
his  neglect,  judgment  by  default  was  obtained  against  the  plain- 

13  Gambert  v.  Hart,  44  Cal.  542;  see,  also,  as  to  negligence,  Drais 
V.  Hogan,  50  id.  121;  Citizens',  etc.,  Ass'n  v.  Frledly,  123  Ind.  143; 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  320;  Isham  v.  Parker,  3  Wash.  St.  755.  As  to  the 
law  of  Illinois  regulating  the  liabilities  of  attorneys,  see  Puter- 
baugh's  PI.  &  Pr.  517. 

18  Hastings  v.  Halleck,  13  Cal.  203. 

14  Marsh  v.  Whitraore,  21  Wall.  178. 
MCavillaud  v.  Yale,  3  Cal.  108;  58  Am.  Dec.  388. 
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tiff  in  said  action,  and  by  reason  thereof  this  plaintiff  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  to  the  said  A.  B dollars,  the  sum 

so  recoYered  by  him,  and  was  put  to  costs  and  charges  in  hia 
endeavor  to  defend  such  action,  amounting  to   the  sum  of 

dollars,  and  lost  the  means  of  recovering  the 

same  back  from  said  A.  B.,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in 

the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  1997.  Xxistence  of  facta.  To  charge  an  attorney  with 
negligence,  in  failing  to 'set  up  a  defense  based  upon  certain 
facts  communicated  to  him  by  his  client,  he  must  show  by 
evidence  the  existence  of  such  facts,  and  that  they  were  sus- 
ceptible of  proof  at  the  trial,  by  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence 
on  the  part  of  the  attorney.** 

S  1998.  For  negllgwice  in  examining  title. 

Farm  No.  506. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  a  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  made 
a  contract  with  one  A.  B.  for  the  purchase  from  him  of  certain 

real  property  [describe  the  premises],  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  which  property  said  A.  B.  assumed  to  have  power  to 
convey  in  fee,  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances. 

II.  That  the  defendant  was  an  attorney,  and  the  plaintiff  at 

• ,  in  the  month  of ,  18. .,  employed 

him  as  such  to  examine  the  title  of  A.  B.  to  said  property,  and 
to  ascertain  if  the  title  was  good,  and  if  any  incumbrances  ex- 
isted thereon,  and  to  cause  and  procure  an  estate  therein,  in 
fee  simple,  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances,  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant,  for  compensation,  agreed 
to  do. 

III.  That  defendant  negligently  and  unskillfully  conducted 
such  examination,  and  did  not  use  endeavors  to  cause  or  pro- 
cure a  good  and  sufficient  title,  in  fee,  clear  of  incumbrancee 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff;  but  wrongfully  advised  and 

induced  the  plaintiff  to  pay  said  A.  B.  the  sum  of 

dollars,  being  said  purchase-money  of  the  premises,  when  in 
fact  said  A.  B.  had  no  title  thereto  [or  when  said  property  was 

lOHastinK  v.  Haileck,  13  Gal.  203;  and  see  Isham  v.  Parker,  8 
Wash.  Bt.  755. 
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subject  to  incumbrances,  specifying  them  and  amount,  and  the 
plaintiff,  in  order  to  release  the  premises  from  said  incum- 
brances, was  obliged  to  pay  the  holders  thereof  the  sum  of 

dollars],  to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  idOO.  KxamlTiing  title.  In  an  action  against  an  attor- 
ney, for  negligence  in  examining  title,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
allege  that  the  property  was  incumbered.  The  declaration 
must  show  how  the  property  was  incumbered.^''  The  law  im- 
plies that  a  person  engaged  in  searching  records  and  examining 
titles  possesses  the  knowledge  and  skill  requisite  for  the  busi- 
ness, and  that  he  will  use  ordinary  care;  and  for  a  failure  in 
either  of  these  respects  he  is  liable  to  the  party  injured.^ 

i  SOOO.  Against  a  contractor,  for  leaving  the  •tr«et  in  an 
insecure  state,  whereby  pUdntifl's  horse  was  injured. 

Form  No,  y>7^ 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

had  contracted  with ,  to  lay  down  pipes  in  and 

under  the  highway  known  as street,  in , 

for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  said with  gas, 

and  to  make  the  proper  trenches  for  the  purpose;  and  when 
such  pipes  were  laid  down,  to  fill  up  properly  the  said  trenches, 
and  to  put  and  leave  the  said  highway  clear  and  in  a  reasonably 
secure  condition. 

II.  That  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  on  the 

day  of ,  18. .,  took  up  part  of  said  highway,  and 

made  trenches  and  holes  therein,  and  laid  down  said  pipes,  and 
displaced  the  earth  and  material  of  said  highway,  and  carelessly 
and  negligently  left  the  said  highway  in  a  dangerous  and  im- 
proper state,  in  consequence  whereof  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff, 

of  the  value  of dollars,  which  was  then  and  there 

lawfully  driving  along  the  said  highway,  fell  into  and  sunk 
therein,  and  was  wounded  and  lamed,  and  rendered  of  no  value, 
to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

n  Elder  v.  Bogardus,  HiU  &  D.  Supp.  116. 

IB  Ohase  v.  Heaney,  70  111.  268;  Savings  Bank  v.  Ward,  100  U.  8. 
195;  Dundee  Mort,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Hughes,  10  Sawyer,  144. 
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i  8001.  Acceptance.  After  acceptance  of  the  work  or  con* 
Btruction  by  the  person  for  whom  it  was  built^  the  owner  be- 
comes liable  for  subsequent  injuries^  and  the  liability  of  the 
contractor  ceases.^* 

S  2002.  AgainBt  municipal  corporation  for  damage  done  hj 
mob  or  riot. 

Form  No,  308. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  and  before  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the 
plaintiff  was  the  occupant  of  [state  the  building],  and  therein 
he  conducted  a  business  as  [state  business]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  a  mob 

of  disorderly  and  riotous  persons  collected  together  in  said  city 
and  created  a  riot. 

III.  That  on  said  day  the  rioters  broke  into  the  plaintiff's 
said  premises,  and  carried  away  therefrom  and  destroyed  his 
goods  and  merchandise. 

lY.  That  the  said  defendants,  though  having  due  notice  of 
the  said  riot  immediately  after  its  breaking  out,  did  not  them- 
selves protect  the  plaintiff's  property,  but  neglected  so  to  do. 

y.  That  the  value  of  his  said  goods  and  chattels  so  destroyed 

or  injured  by  the  said  rioters  was dollars,  and  he 

also  sustained  great  damage  by  the  breaking  into  his  premises, 
and  injury  to  the  building,  and  the  breaking  up  of  his  business 

for weeks  thereafter,  by  reason  of  the  destruction 

of  his  stock  of  goods,  to-wit,  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jxtdoment.] 

I  2003.  Action  against  municipality  for  damage  done  by  mob. 

At  common  law  an  action  will  not  lie  in  behalf  of  an  individual 
who  has  sustained  special  damage  from  the  neglect  of  a  public 
corporation  to  perform  a  public  duty.*^  The  liability  of  a 
municipal  corporation  for  damages  done  by  a  mob  is  therefore 
solely  the  result  of  statutes.^*  Under  such  statutes,  in  an  action 
against  a  city  or  county  for  damage  to  property  caused  by  a 
mob  or  riot,  an  averment  of  the  facts  and  the  damage  sustained 

19  Boswell  V.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469;  68  Am.  Dec.  345. 

20  Pray  v.  Mayor  of  Jersey  City,  32  N.  J.  L. 

21  Olear  Lalce  W.  Co.  v.  Lake  County,  46  Cal.  90.  For  the  pro- 
Tisions  of  the  California  statute  in  reference  to  this  subject,  see 
Pol.  Code,  §§  4452-4457. 
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by  the  plaintiff  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action,  and  it 
is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  negative  negligence  or  care- 
lessness on  his  own  part.^  But  if  the  plaintiff  has  knowledge 
of  the  impending  danger,  and  neglects  to  inform  the  authori- 
ties, it  may  be  a  valid  defense.^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  present 
41  claim  for  damages  to  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
before  an  action  can  be  brought  thereon.^  If  the  plaintiff 
recover  judgment  in  such  action,  the  judgment  must  be  ordered 
paid  by  the  supervisors,  unless  they  determine  to  appeal.  If 
the  county  treasurer  refuses  to  pay  such  claim,  mandamus  is 
the  proper  remedy  to  compel  him  to  do  so.^ 

I  2004.  Conflagration.  The  constitutional  provision  that  re- 
quires payment  for  private  property  taken  for  public  use  does 
not  apply  in  the  case  of  destroying  a  house  to  stop  a  conflagra- 
tion. This  right  belongs  to  the  state  in  virtue  of  her  right  of 
eminent  domain.^  A  city  is  not  liable  for  the  destruction  of 
«  building  to  prevent  the  spread  of  a  flre,  whether  by  private 
individuals  or  by  order  of  the  city  authorities  assuming  to  act 
officially.*' 

S  2006.  Against  a  railroad  for  killing  cattle. 

Farm  No.  509, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was 
a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and 

was  owner  of  a  certain  railroad  known  as  the   

Bailroad,  together  with  the  track,  cars,  locomotives,  and  other 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging. 

a  Wolf  V.  The  Supervisars  of  Richmond  0|.,  19  How.  Pr.  370; 
S.  O.,  11  Abb.  Pr.  270. 

28  Wing  Chung  v.  Los  Angeles,  47  Cal.  531.  As  to  liability  of 
city  and  county,  see  Darlington  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  28  How.  Pr. 
352;  Moody  v.  Supervisors  of  Niagara  Co.,  46  Barb.  659;  Schiellein 
V.  Supervisors  of  Kings  Co.,  43  id.  490;  Blodgett  v.  City  of  Syracuse, 
36  id.  526. 

24  Clear  Lake  W.  Co.  v.  Lake  Co.,  45  Cal.  90;  Bank  of  California 
V.  Shaber,  55  id.  322;  and  see  Lehn  v.  San  Francisco,  66  id.  76; 
Spangler  v.  San  Francisco,  84  id.  12;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  158. 

25  Bank  of  California  v.  Shaber,  55  Cal.  322. 

26  Surocco  V.  Geary,  3  Cal.  69;  58  Am.  Dec.  385. 

27  McDonald  v.  C!ty  of  Red  Wing.  13  Minn.  38;  and  see  Ex  Parte 
FiBke,  72  Cal.  125;  First  Na^.  Bank  v.  Sarlls,  129  Ind.  201;  28  Am. 
St.  Rep.  185. 
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II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  possessed  of  certain  cattle,  to-wit, 
five  cows  and  two  oxen  [or  any  other  stock,  as  the  case  may 

be],  of  the  value  of dollars,  and  which  cows  and 

oxen  casually,  and  without  the  fault  of  said  plaintiff,  strayed 
in  and  upon  the  track  and  ground  occupied  by  the  railroad  of 
the  said  defendant  at 

III.  That  the  said  defendants  by  its  agents  and  servants,  not 
regarding  its  duty  in  that  respect,  so  carelessly  and  negligently 
ran  and  managed  said  locomotives  and  cars,  that  the  same  ran 
against  and  over  the  said  cows  and  oxen  of  the  said  plaintiff, 
and  killed  and  destroyed  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff^s  damage 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  8006.  Allegation  of  plao«.  A  complaint  in  an  action  against 
a  railroad  company,  to  recover  the  value  of  animals  killed  on 
its  track,  which  alleges  that  at  the  place  and  time  when  said 
animals  were  killed  by  the  defendant's  locomotive  and  cars  the 
same  was  not  securely  fenced  as  required  by  law,  sufficiently 
alleges  that  the  railroad  was  not  securely  fenced  at  the  place 
the  cattle  entered  upon  the  track.^  A  complaint  against  a 
railroad  company,  for  stock  killed  by  the  machinery  of  the 
company,  is  bad,  even  after  verdict,  if  it  fail  to  aver  negligence, 
or  that  the  road  was  not  fenced.* 

S  2007.  Fence  on  line  of  road.  The  provision  of  the  law 
requiring  railroad  companies  to  fence  along  the  line  of  their 
road  may  be  waived  by  adjoining  owners.**^  A  railroad  is  not 
bound  to  maintain  a  fence  on  the  line  of  its  road  against  cattle 
unlawfully  in  a  pasture  adjoining.^*  A  railroad  company  was 
required  by  statute  to  maintain  "  fences  suitable  for  the  security 
of  the  landowners,"  on  both  sides  of  its  road.  Plaintiff's  sheep 
having  been  suffered  to  go  unlawfully  on  land  adjoining  said 
road,  got  through  a  defective  part  of  the  fence  upon  the  road, 
and  were  killed  by  the  train.  As  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
train  was  negligently  managed,  it  was  held  that  the  company 

» Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ck>.  v.  Adklns,  23  Ind.  340. 
» Indianapolis,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Brucey,  21  Ind.  215. 
•0  Bnright  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co..  33  Cal.  230. 
91  Majberry  v.  Concord  Railway,  47  N.  H.  301. 
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was  not  liable.^  Otherwise,  if  the  company  was  grossly  negli- 
gent.**  In  California,  under  section  486  of  the  Civil  Code,  a 
railroad  corporation  is  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  by  it  on  a 
horse  and  the  person  riding  it,  when  such  injuries  are  occa- 
sioned, without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  rider,  on  a  portion 
of  the  road  which  was  not  inclosed  as  required  by  such  section. 
Whether  the  rider  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  is  a« 
question  for  the  jury.®*  If  an  insufficient  barway  is  placed  by 
a  railroad  company  in  a  fence  on  the  line  of  its  road,  at  the 
request  of  and  for  the  use  of  the  owner  of  adjoining  land,  and 
he  uses  the  same  and  does  not  complain  of  its  insufficiency,  or 
notify  the  company  to  alter  it,  the  company  is  not  liable  for 
damages  for  injuries  to  his  cattle,  happening  in  consequence 
of  the  barway  being  too  low  to  turn  cattle.** 

$  9008.  Kegligence  defined.  Negligence  is  the  omission  to 
do  something  which  a  reasonable  man,  guided  by  those  con- 
siderations which  ordinarily  regulate  the  conduct  of  human 
affairs,  would  do,  or  doing  something  which  a  prudent  and 
reasonable  man  would  not  do.  It  is  not  absolute  or  intrinsic, 
but  always  relative  to  some  circumstance  of  time,  place,  or  per- 
son.** Negligence  is  a  violation  of  the  obligation  which  en- 
joins care  and  caution  in  what  to  do;  but  this  duty  is  relative, 
and  where  it  has  no  existence  between  particular  parties  there 
can  be  no  such  thing  as  negligence  in  the  legal  sense  of  the 
term.*^ 

$  2009.  Negligence,  proximate  and  remote.  When  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant  is  proximate,  and  that  of  the  plaintiff 

saEames  v.  Salem  &  Lowell  R.  R.  Ga,  08  Masa.  560;  06  Am.  Dec. 
676;  see  Toledo,  Wabash  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Furgusson,  42  111.  449; 
Price  V.  N.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  32  N.  J.  L.  19. 

88  nilnois  Cent  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wren,  43  111.  77. 

84Hyne8  v.  S.  F.,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  65  Cal.  316. 

85  Enright  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  33  Cal.  230.  Under  section 
485  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  construed  in  connection  with 
section  1248  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  duty  of  maintain- 
ing a  fence  after  its  erection  Is  upon  the  owner,  and  the  expense  of 
doing  so  is  included  in  the  damage  allowed  for  the  right  of  way. 
Los  Angeles,  etc.,  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Rumpp,  104  Cal.  20. 

86  Broom's  Leg.  Max.  329;  Richardson  v.  Kier,  34  Cal.  63;  91 
Am.  Dec.  681;  and  see  Gunn  v.  Railroad  Co.,  36  W.  Va,  165;  32 
Am.  St.  Rep.  842. 

87Tonawanda  R.  R.  Ca  v.  Munger,  5  Den.  255;  49  Am.  Dec.  239. 


§  2010  FORMS  OF  COMPLAIKTS.  992 

remote,  the  action  can  be  sustained,  although  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entirely  without  fault.*®  So  in  the  case  of  injury  to  a 
domestic  animal  by  an  engine  and  train,  if  the  plaintiff  were 
guilty  of  negligence,  or  even  of  positive  wrong,  in  placing  his 
horse  on  the  road,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  exercise  a 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  the  use  of  their  road  and  man- 
agement of  their  train,  and  if  for  the  want  of  that  care  the 
injury  arose  they  are  liable.^  The  negligence  which  disables 
a  plaintiff  from  recovering  must  be  a  negligence  which  directly 
or  by  natural  consequence  conduced  to  the  injury.*®  Where 
by  the  negligence  of  a  raihroad  company  a  fire  is  communicated 
by  the  sparks  of  an  engine  to  the  premises  of  one  person,  and 
spreads  to  those  of  another,  the  railroad  company  is  liable  for 
the  injury  to  such  second  person  if  the  damage  is  the  natural 
or  direct  consequence  of  the  original  firing.** 

$  2010.  Kegligenee,  how  alleged.  Negligence  is  a  question 
of  fact,  or  mixed  law  and  fact;  and  in  pleading  it  has  been 
held  only  necessary  to  aver  negligence  generally,  not  the  spe- 
cific facts  constituting  negligence.*^  It  is  always  safer,  how- 
ever, to  allege  the  facts  constituting  the  negligence.  And 
where  the  negligence  consists  in  the  omission  of  a  duty,  the 
facts  which  are  relied  on  must  be  alleged.**  A  complaint  for 
injury  by  negligence  must  show  the  defendant  to  be  in  actual 
default,  or  it  will  not  be  sustainable.**    In  Utah,  in  an  action 

88  Miss.  Gent  R.  R.  O.  v.  Mason,  51  Miss.  234. 

9»  Needham  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  409;  citing  Ker- 
whacker  v.  O.  0.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Ohio  St.  172;  O.  C.  &  O.  R.  R. 
C5o.  V.  Elliott,  4  id.  474;  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Ck>.,  3  M. 
A  W.  246;  Davis  v.  Mann,  10  id.  546;  Illidge.v.  Goodwin.  5  C.  &  P. 
190:  Mayor  of  Colchester  v.  Brooke,  53  E.  C.  L.  376;  and  see,  also, 
Kline  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  400;  90  Am.  Dec.  282. 

40  Richmond  v.  Sac.  Val.  R.  R.  Co.,  18  Cal.  351;  McQuilkln  v. 
Central  Pacific  R,  R,  Co.,  64  id.  463. 

«  Henry  v.  S.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Cal.  176;  see,  also.  Perry  v.  S.  P. 
R.  R.  Co.,  id.  578. 

42McCatiley  v.  Davidson,  10  Minn.  418;  see  §  1815,  ante^ 

43  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Holloway,  7  N.  Y.  493;  57  Am.  Dec.  550; 
affirming  S.  C,  14  Barb.  101;  Taylor  v.  Atlantic  Mut  Ins.  Ca.  2 
Boew.  106;  Congreve  v.  Morgan,  4  Duer,  439;  Seymour  v.  Maddox, 
IC  Q.  B.  326;  S.  C  71  Eng.  Com.  L.  326;  and  see  McGlnty  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  5  Duer,  674. 

44  Taylor  v.  The  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Bosw.  106.  The  com- 
plaint of  a  servant  in  an  action  against  the  master  for  injiiries 
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to  recover  damages  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
4i  railroad  company^  when  the  complaint  is  framed  to  recoyer 
on  the  common-law  liability  of  the  company,  the  defendant's 
negligence  must  be  proved.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  in  such  proof 
on  the  trial,  he  can  not  abandon  the  action  as  brought,  and 
claim  a  recovery  under  a  statute  which  makes  the  company 
liable  as  an  insurer  against  such  a  loss  as  the  one  suffered  by 
him« 

§  2011.  Co-operating  neglig«nc6.  It  has  been  held  in  New 
York  that  a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  negligently  run- 
ning its  engine  upon  and  killing  domestic  animals  found  upon 
its  road,  unless  its  acts  were  heedless  and  wanton.^  The  reason 
of  this  rule  is  co-operating  negligence  of  the  owner  of  the 
animals;  and  the  fact  of  the  trespass  of  the  animals  on  the 
property  of  the  defendant  constitutes  a  decisive  obstacle  to  any 
recovery  of  damages  for  injury  to  them.  It  is,  strictly  speaking, 
damnum  absque  injuria,*'^  The  general  rule  upon  which  the 
above  decisions  are  founded,  that  a  plaintiff  can  not  recover  for 
the  negligence  of  a  defendant,  if  his  own  want  of  care  or 
negligence  has  in  any  degree  contributed  to  the  result  com- 
plained of,  was  approved  in  Gay  v.  Winter,  34  Cal.  153,  for  the 
reason  that  both  parties  being  at  fault,  there  can  be  no  appor- 
tionment of  the  damages,^  and  not  that  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff  justifies  or  excuses  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
which  would  seem  to  be  the  true  reason  in  the  estimation  of  the 
New  York  courts.*®  In  California  a  railroad  company  is  re- 
sponsible for  damages  done  to  cattle  by  running  over  them  on 
the  track,  if  the  accident  could  have  been  avoided  by  ordinary 
care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  this  though 
the  owner  of  the  cattle  permits  them  to  run  at  large  near  the 
line  of  the  railroad.*^  But  if  they  could  not  by  ordinary  care 
and  prudence  avoid  the  accident,  they  are  not  liaj)le.'*^    The 

received  in  his  service  must  charge  negligence  in  reference  to  the 
particular  matter  producing  the  injury.    Knahtla  v.  Railroad  Co., 
21  Oreg.  136. 
«  Davis  V.  Utah  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Utah,  218. 

46  See  Tonawanda  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Munger,  5  Den.  266;  49  Am.  Dec. 
289. 

47  Id.;  see,  also,  Wilds  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  480. 

48  Trow  V.  Vermont  C.  R.  R,  Co.,  24  Vt  494;  58  Am.  Dec.  191. 
«Needham  v.  S.  P.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  409. 

80  Richmond  v.   Sac.  Val.   R.  R.  Co.,  18  Cal.  351.  ^ 

Mid.  ^   ,    T  He^^ 

Vol.  I  — 126 
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New  York  courts  seem  to  ignore  all  distinction  between  cases 
where  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  is  proximate  and  where 
it  is  remote;  and  in  not  limiting  the  rulet  of  liability,  which 
they  announce,  to  the  former.*^*  The  false  reasoning  of  the 
New  York  courts  upon  this  question  has  been  ably  discussed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut,  in  the  case  of  Isbell  v. 
N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.,  27  Conn.  404;  71  Am.  Dec.  78,  where 
it  says:  A  remote  fault  in  one  party  does  not  of  course  dispense 
with  care  in  the  other.  It  may  even  make  it  more  necessary 
and  important,  if  thereby  a  calamitous  injury  can  be  avoided, 
or  an  unavoidable  calamity  essentially  mitigated.^  In  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  to  recover  damages  for  the  killing 
of  a  pair  of  horses,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negU- 
gence  of  the  defendant  in  running  its  locomotive  and  cars, 
evidence  that  a  fence  alongside  of  the  defendant's  track  was 
out  of  repair,  and  that  the  horses  came  through  an  open  gate 
in  the  fence  onto  the  track,  is  inadmissible,  in  the  absence  of 
any  allegation  in  the  complaint  showing  that  the  gate  was 
left  open,  or  allowed  to  remain  open,  through  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  which  operated  as  a  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury.*^  So,  under  a  complaint  which  charges  the  injury 
complained  of  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a 
defendant  railway  company  in  pennitting  a  bridge  on  its  road 
to  become  and  remain  out  of  repair,  and  failing  to  keep  proper 
watch  and  oversight  of  the  same,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
allowed  to  show  that  the  bridge  was  constructed  originally  in 
an  improper  and  negligent  manner,  and  this  for  the  reason  that 
the  proofs  and  allegations  must  correspond  with  each  other." 
Negligence  is  sufficiently  charged  in  a  complaint  which  states 
that  the  defendant  railroad  company  was  unlawfully  and  negli- 
gently occupying  a  street  crossing  with  its  engines  in  violation 
of  a  city  ordinance,  and  that  by  reason  of  that  fact,  and  without 

62  Needham  v.  S.  F.  &  S,  J.  R.  R.  Ca.,  87  Gal.  409. 

68  So,  also,  see  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  the  case  of 
Ttow  V.  Vermont  Central  R.  R  Co.,  24  Vt.  494;  58  Am.  Dec.  191; 
where  the  distinction  between  "  proximate  "  and  "  remote  "  negli- 
gence is  clearly  defined.  See,  also,  sustaining  these  principleft, 
HHl  V.  Warren,  2  Stark.  377;  Munroe  v.  Leach,  7  Met.  274;  Parker 
V.  Adams,  12  id.  415;  46  Am.  Dec.  094;  Brownell  v.  Flager,  5  Hill, 
282;  Brown  v.  Maxwell,  6  id.  592;  41  Am.  Dec.  771;  WiUiams  v. 
Holland,  6  O.  &  P.  23. 

MJahant  v.  Cent  Pac.  R  R  Co.,  74  Cal.  9. 

u  Knahtla  v,  Railroad  Co.,  21  Oreg.  136. 
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I 

negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  injury  complained 
of  resulted.*® 

§  2012.  Parties  plaintlfl.  A  party  in  the  actual  possession 
of  cattle  at  the  time  of  the  injury  can  maintain  an  action  for 
an  injury  to  them  while  in  his  possession.*^'' 

§  2018.  Several  acta  of  negligence.  Where  several  acts  of 
negligence  cause  but  one  injury,  the  plaintiff  may  allege  all  the 
acts  of  negligence  in  one  count,  and  aver  that  they  were  the 
cause,  and  any  one  of  them  proved  upon  the  trial  will  sustain 
his  complaint.** 

§  2014.  For  kindling  a  flre  on  defendant's  land  whereby  plain- 
tiff's proi>ert7  was  burned. 

Farm  No.  510. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  about 

acres  of  land,  in ,  on  which  there  was  an  orchard 

and  fences,  and  also  a  bam  containing tons  of  hay. 

II.  That  the  defendant  on  that  day  intentionally  kindled  a 
fire  on  his  land  next  adjoining  to  the  plaintiff's,  and  at  the 

distance  of yards  therefrom,  and  so  negligently 

watched  and  tended  the  said  fire  that  it  came  into  the  plaintiff's 

said  land,  consumed  said  bam  and  hay  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  and  also  [state  special  damage]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  2015.  Against  railroad  companies.  The  fact  that  fire  was 
communicated  from  the  engine  of  defendant's  cars  to  plaintiff's 
grain,  with  proof  that  this  result  was  not  probable  from  the 
ordinary  working  of  the  engine,  is  prima  facie  proof  of  negli- 
gence sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury.®®  And  the  fact  that  a  rail- 
road company  permits  dry  grass,  which  will  readily  take  fire, 
to  remain  on  its  track,  is  competent  evidence  on  the  question 

M  Denver,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bobbins,  2  Col.  App.  313. 
B7  Polk  V.  Coffin.  9  Cal.  56. 

M  DIckins  V.  New  York  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  18  How.  Pr.  228;  and  see 
S        ,  ante* 
»HnU  V.  Sac.  Val.  R  R  Co.,  14  Oal.  387;  73  Am.  Dec.  60a 
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of  negligence,  although  not  negligence  per  se,^  Under  a  stat- 
ute making  railroad  companies  liable  for  fires  ^^  communicated  ^' 
by  their  engines,  a  railroad  company  is  liable  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  woods  half  a  mile  from  its  track,  by  a  fire  started  by  a 
spark  from  one  of  its  engines,  and  spreading  across  land  ol 
different  proprietors,  and  a  highway,  in  a  direct  line  to  said 
woods.*^  Such  corporation,  however,  is  not  liable  for  damages 
caused  by  sparks  emitted  from  one  of  its  locomotives,  if  the 
same  was  in  good  repair,  properly  constructed,  and  supplied 
with  the  best  appliances  in  use  to  prevent  the  escape  of  fire, 
unless  the  sparks  escaped  through  the  negligence  of  the  agents 
and  servants  of  the  company.® 

I  2016.  For  chafing  plaintiif's  cattle. 

Form  No.  511, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  negligently  chased  and  drove  about 

[describe  the  cattle]  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  [describe  the  cattle]  of 

the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  were  greatly 

damaged  and  injured,  and of  them  died,  and  the 

residue  of  them  were  injured  and  rendered  of  no  value  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  plaintiff^s  damage  in dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]** 

eo  Perry  v.  S.  P.  B.  B.  Co.,  50  Cal.  578;  see,  also,  Oleland  v. 
Thornton,  43  Id.  437. 

61  Perley  v.  Eastern  R.  R.  CJo.,  98  Mass.  414;  96  Am.  Dec.  645; 
see,  also,  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McClelland,  42  fll.  355;  Same 
V.  Mills,  id.  407.  A  complaint  alleging  that  the  defendant  com- 
pany so  carelessly  and  negligently  managing  its  engine  and  train 
as  to  set  fire  to  dry  grass  on  land  adjoining  its  right  of  way,  which, 
without  negligence  on  the  plaintiff's  part,  spread  and  caused  the 
damage  complained  of,  charges  actionable  negligence  against  the 
company.  Hangen  v.  Railroad  Co.,  3  So.  Dak.  394.  If  the  defense 
of  contributory  negligence  is  available  in  an  action  against  a  rail- 
road company  for  damages  by  fire  caused  by  operating  its  line  of 
road,  it  can  not  be  invoked  in  the  absence  of  an  averment  in  the 
pleadings  upon  which  it  can  be  based.  Union  Pac.  Railway  Oo.  v. 
Tracy,  19  Colo.  331. 

«2  Smyth  V.  S.  &  O.  R.  R  Co.,  3  West  Coast  Rep.  575. 

S8  See  Kneier  v.  Watrons.  94  Cal.  592. 
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§  2017.  For  keeping  dog  accustomed  to  bite  •wifn^ia. 

Form  No.  512. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
wrongfully  kept  a  dog,  well  knowing  him  to  be  of  a  ferocious 
and  mischievous  disposition,  and  accustomed  to  attack  and  bite 
[sheep  and  lambs,  or  as  the  case  may  be]. 

II.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  said  dog,  while  in  the  keeping  of  the  defend- 
ant, attacked  and  bit  [or  hunted,  chased,  bit  and  worried], 
[sheep  or  lambs,  or  as  the  case  may  be],  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  in  consequence  thereof,  the  said  [sheep  and  lambs, 

or  as  the  case  may  be]  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  died,  and  became  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
residue  of  the  said  sheep  and  lambs  of  the  said  plaintiff,  'being 
also  of  great  value,  were  injured,  and  rendered  of  no  value  to 
the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

%  2018.  Joint  action.  In  New  York,  a  joint  action  does  not 
lie  against  the  joint  owners  of  the  dogs  by  whom  the  sheep  of 
a  third  person  have  been  worried  and  killed.** 

S  2010.  Ownership.  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  owned  the  dog.  It  is  sufl&cient  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  kept  the  dog.* 

S  2020.  Vicious  habits.  When  injury  to  plaintiff's  horse  was 
inflicted  by  that  of  the  defendant,  while  trespassing,  it  was  held 
unnecessary  to  make  any  averments  of  vicious  habits.** 

i  2021.  For  shooting  plaintiff's  dog.^T 

Form  No.  513. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  maliciously  shot  and  killed  a  dog, 

•4  Van  Steenberg  v.  Tobias,  17  Wend.  562;  31  Am.  Dec.  310; 
Auchmuty  v.  Ham,  1  Den.  495;  see  Grant  v.  Rlcker,  74  Me.  487; 

§  1870,  ante. 
«  Wilkinson  v.  Parrott,  32  Cal.  102;  Marsel  v.  Bowman,  62  Iowa, 

57;  and  see  S  1871,  ante- 

MDunckle  v.  Kocker,  11  Barb.  387;  Popplewell  v.  Pierce,  10 
Gush.  509. 

^  See,  as  to  right  of  action  for  wrongfully  killing  the  plaintiflTB 
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the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of   

dollars,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

fi  9088.  For  untying  plalntlif' s  boat,  by  xoaaon  of  whleli  it 
wae  carried  by  the  current  against  a  bridge,  and  Injured. 

Form  No.  314. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  the 

plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  fishing  boat,  called  [etc.]  of  the 
value  of dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  maliciously  untied  said  boat,  and  it 
therefore  floated  with  the  stream  against  a  bridge,  and  was 
thereby  broken  and  destroyed,  to  the  damage  ot  the  plaintiff 
•  • . . ; dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

fi  2083.  Collision.  In  case  of  collision  occasioned  by  the  fault 
of  a  vessel  under  compulsory  pilotage,  in  going  at  too  great 
apeed,  where  no  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
master  or  crew  is  proved,  the  owners  of  the  vessel  are  not 
liable.^  When  a  vessel  is  properly  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot, 
the  owner  is  not  responsible  for  damages  which  may  ensue  from 
the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  pilot.^* 

fi  2084.  For  flowing  water  from  roof  on  plalntUTs  prein1nes.70 

Form  No.  515. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18..,  the 

plaintiff  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  dwelling-house  and  prem- 
ises, in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  in  which  the  plaintiff  and 
his  family  then  lived. 

II.  That  the  defendant  wrongfully  erected  a  building  near 
the  said  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  in  so  careless  and  im- 

dog,  Lowel  V.  Gathright,  97  Ind.  313;  Wright  v.  Clark,  50  Vt  130; 
28  Am.  Rep.  496;  New  York,  etc.,  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Auer.  106  Ind.  219; 
65  Am.  Rep.  734;  Jemison  v.  Railroad  Co.,  75  Ga.  444;  58f  Am. 
Rep.  476. 

68  G.  S.  N.  Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  S.  N.  Co..  L.  R.,  4  Exch.  23a 

«o  Griswold  V.  Sharpe,  2  Cal.  17. 

70  See,  as  to  sufficiency  of  complaint  in  an  action  for  damages 
for  flooding  the  plaintiff's  basement,  Durgin  v.  Neal,  82  OaL  505u 
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proper  a  manner,  that  by  reason  thereof,  on  said  day,  and  at 
•other  times  afterwards,  and  before  this  action,  large  quantities 
of  rain-water  ran  from  said  building  upon  and  into  the  said 
•dweUing-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  walls,  ceil- 
ings [or  otherwise  state  damage  done,  according  to  the  fact], 
.and  other  parts  thereof  were  thereby  wet  and  damaged,  and 
became  not  fit  for  habitation,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  0025.  For  neglig«nce  of  millowners,  whereby  plalntilTfl  land 
^wae  orerflowad. 

Form  No.  $16, 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiffs  complain,  and  all^e: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of   ,  18..,  the 

plaintiffs  were,  and  still  are,  the  owners  of  a  yaluable  mining 
claim    [or    otherwise    designate    the    property],  situated    at 

,  upon  which  they  had  bestowed  great  labor  in 

putting  the  same  in  working  order. 

II.  That  at  the  same  time  the  defendants  were  the  owners 
of  [or  were  possessed  of  and  using]   a  reservoir  situated  on 

,  wherein  they  collected  a  large  body  of  water, 

which  would  otherwise  have  flowed  down  the  said  stream,  and 
were  engaged  in  furnishing  such  water  to  miners  and  others, 
by  means  of  a  ditch  or  canal. 

III.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

18 . . ,  the  plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  their  work  as  aforesaid, 
and  the  defendants'  said  reservoir,  by  reason  of  some  defect  in  its 
construction,  or  insuflSciency  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
constructed,  broke  away,  discharging  an  immense  and  unusual 
body  of  water,  which  they  had  collected  in  said  reservoir;  which 
said  water  so  discharged  flowed  in  and  upon  plaintiffs'  mining 
claim  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  filling  the  same  with  large 
quantities  of  earth,  stone,  and  rubbish,  to  the  damage  of  plain- 
tiffs in dollars. 

[Demand  op  Jitdgment.] 

K  2026.  Avoidance  of  injuries.  The  fact  that  plaintiffs  could 
have  prevented  the  damage  by  pulling  off  a  board  from  defend- 
ant's flume  is  no  defense,  because  they  were  not  obliged  to 
avoid  the  injuries  complained  of  by  committing  a  trespass.^ 

71  Wolf  T.  St.  Louis  Independent  Water  Co.,  15  Cal.  819. 
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§  2027.  Construction  of  water  ditch.  The  question  of  negli- 
gence in  the  management  of  a  water  ditch,  and  the  degree  of 
it,  must  necessarily  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  sur- 
rounding facts,  such  as  the  existence  and  exposure  of  property 
below  the  dam.*^*  The  owner  of  a  dam  is  bound  to  see  to  his 
own  property,  and  to  so  govern  and  control  it  that  injury  may 
not  result  to  his  neighbors.''*  In  consequence  of  the  negligent 
construction  of  a  cut  made  by  the  defendants,  the  waters  of  a 
neighboring  river  flooded  the  adjoining  land.  The  plaintiff 
owning  land  east  of  the  cut  closed  the  culvert  to  jH^event  his 
land  being  flooded,  but  the  owners  on  the  west  reopened  it 
and  the  plaintiff's  land  was  flooded  in  consequence;  it  was  held 
that  defendants  were  liable  for  the  whole  damage,  whether  the 
opening  was  right  or  wrong.''* 

§  2028.  Defect  in  construction  of  dam.  In  an  action  for 
damages  for  breaking  defendants^  dam  and  flooding  the  plain- 
tiff's mining  claim,  a  complaint  in  one  count  charging  that 
"  the  defendants'  said  reservoir,  by  reason  of  some  defect  in 
its  construction,  insuflSciency  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
constructed,  or  carelessness  and  mismanagement  on  the  part  of 
the  said  defendants,  broke  away,"  etc.,  is  sulB&cient.''*  Whether 
such  negligence  arose  from  the  want  of  care  in  constructing 
the  dam,  or  want  of  care  in  letting  off  the  water,  is  not  suffi- 
ciently material,  under  our  system  of  pleading,  to  require  sepa^ 
rate  counts.''®  Whether  the  absence  of  waste-water  gates  in 
a  dam  is  negligence  is  a  question  for  the  jury.''^ 

§  2020.  Degree  of  care  necessary.  In  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  injury  to  plaintiff's  land,  resulting  from 
the  careless  management  of  defendant's  water  ditch,  which 
traversed  the  land,  it  is  held  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
exercise  no  greater  care  to  avoid  the  alleged  injury  to  the  ad- 
joining lands  than  prudent  persons  would  employ  about  their 
own  affairs,  under  similar  circumstances.''^ 

72  Wolf  V.  St.  liouls  Independent  Water  CJo.,  10  Cal.  541. 

78  Fraler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Go.,  12  Cal.  555;  73  Am.  Dec.  562L 

74  Collins  V.  Middle  Level  Commissioners,  L.  R.,  4  C.  P.  279. 

75  Hoffman  v.  Tuolumne  County  Water  Co.,  10  Cal.  413. 

76  Id. 

77Weidekind  v.  Tuolumne  County  Water  Co.,  65  Cal.  431. 
78  Campbell  v.  B.  B.  &  Aub.  W.  &  M.  Co.,  36  Cal.  679. 


IOOIagainst  agents,  etc.,  foe  negligence.     §§  2030-2032 

fi  2030.  Form  of  complaint.  A  complaint  which  alleges  that 
the  plaintiffs  were,  on  a  certain  day,  the  owners  and  proprietors 
of  a  certain  valuable  water  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  conveying 
water,  and  at  which  time  and  place  the  defendants  were  also 
the  owners  of  a  certain  other  water  ditch  for  the  purpose  afore- 
said, and  that  afterwards,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  at,  etc., 
aforesaid,  the  said  defendants*  ditch  was  so  badly  and  negli- 
gently constructed  and  managed,  and  the  water  therein  so  neg- 
ligently and  carelessly  attended  to,  that  said  ditch  broke  and 
gave  way,  and  the  water  therein  flowed  over  and  upon  the  ditch 
of  plaintiffs,  greatly  damaging  and  injuring  the  same,  and 
carrying  down  therein  and  thereon  great  quantities  of  rock,^ 
stone,  earth,  and  rubbish,  and  breaking  said  plaintiffs'  ditch, 
and  depriving  them  of  the  use  and  profit  of  the  water  flowing 
therein,  to  said  plaintiffs'  damage  $3,000,  and  thereof  they  bring 
suit,  is  sufl&cient.'"^ 

S  2031.  Mixiin^.  If  a  party  engaged  in  coal  mining  causes 
water  with  earth  and  refuse  to  descend  upon  the  land  of  another 
so  as  to  destroy  the  value  of  such  land  for  cultivation,  as  the 
direct  result  of  the  act  of  the  miner  and  not  the  result  of  the 
law  of  gravitation,  the  person  whose  land  is  injured  may  recover 
damages.^  * 

$  2032.  Against  water  company  for  negligent  escape  of  water. 

Form  No.  517, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  was  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  that  certain 

building  situate  on street,  in  the  city  and  county 

of  San  Francisco,  known  as  No ,  and  waa  engaged 

in  carrying  on  therein  a  general  merchandise  business,  and 

TO  Tuolumne  Oaunty  Water  06.  v.  Columbia  &  Stanislaus  Water 
Co,,  10  Gal.  193.  Oomplaint  for  negligence  in  construction  of 
levee,  see  De  Baker  v.  Railway  Ck>.,  106  Cal.  257;  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
237.  Where  such  complaint  is  not  definite  and  specific  in  itself  in 
regard  to  the  relative  situation  of  the  plaintiffs  land  and  the  levee 
constructed  by  defendants,  its  deficiencies  may  be  supplied,  as 
against  a  general  demurrer,  by  the  aid  of  facts  of  which  the 
courts  take  Judicial  notice.    Id. 

80  Robinson  v.  Black  Diamond  Coal  Co.,  50  Cal.  460;  Smith  v. 
Fletcher,  L.  R..  7  Exoh.  305. 

Voi.I  — 126 
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owned  .and  had  stored  therein  large  quantities  of  goods^  to-wit, 
,  of  the  value  of dollais. 

II.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  all  times  herein  mentioned 
was,  a  corporation  duly  incorporated  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  California^  and  that  the  business  of  said 
corporation  has  been  and  is  to  supply  the  inhabitants  of  said 
city  and  county  with  fresh  water,  which  water  was  and  is  sup- 
plied through  iron  pipes  heretofore  laid  by  the  defendant 
through  the  principal  streets  of  the  said  city  and  county,  and 
the  said  pipes  were  and  are  owned  and  controlled  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

III.  That  at  all  times  herein  mentioned  a  water  pipe  or 

main  was  laid  on  said street,  through  which  water 

was  then  flowing  in  great  quantity,  and  with  great  velocity,  and 
under  great  pressure,  and  that  said  pipe  was  then  owned  and 
controlled  by  the  defendant,  and  was  used  by  it  in  conduct- 
ing and  distributing  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  said  city  and 
county. 

lY.  That  on  said  last-mentioned  day  defendant,  by  its  agents 
and  servants,  was  engaged  in  repairing  said  water  pipe  or  main, 

situate,  as  aforesaid,  on street,  while  the  water 

was  flowing  through  said  main,  but  in  so  doing  did  not  use 
proper  or  any  care  therein,  as  it  could  and  should  have  done, 
by  shutting  off  the  flow  of  water  through  said  main  during  the 
process  of  making  said  repairs,  but  on  the  contrary,  said  de- 
fendanVafid  its  agents  and  servants  were  guilty  of  gross  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  in  endeavoring  to  make  said  repairs 
while  the  water  continued  to  flow  through  said  principal  main, 
and  thereby  a  large  quantity  of  water  was  permitted  to  escape, 
and  did  escape,  from  said  main  with  great  force  and  velocity 
and  under  great  pressure,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  said  water 
ascended  to  a  great  height,  to-wit,  to  the  height  of  forty  feet 
and  upwards,  and  fell  upon  the  roof  of  the  building  occupied 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  descended  into  the  floors  below,  and  flowed 
over,  upon,  and  around  goods  which  this  plaintiff  then  owned 
and  had  there  stored,  and  completely  destroyed  and  rendered 
valueless  large  quantities  of  the  same,  which  were  then  of  great 
value,  to-wit,  of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars  and  upwards, 
to  the  great  injury  and  damage  of  this  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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S  8088.  Tor  undrminlTig  pUdntift's  land. 

Form  No,  5/*. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complainBy  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was 
possessed  of  certain  land,  a  part  of  his  farm  in  the  town  of, 
etc.,  [briefly  describe.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of >  IB. .,  the  de- 
fendant wrongfully  and  negligently  ezcayated  the  land  adjacent 
to  the  plaintiff's  said  land,  without  leaTing  proper  and  suffi- 
cient support  for  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff's  land  in  its  natural 
state,  whereby  it  sank  and  gave  way,  to  the  damage  of  plain- 
tiff in dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  8084.  For  undermining  plaintiff's  building. 

Form  No.  319. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  plaintiff  was  pos- 
sessed of  certain  land  with  buildings  thereon  [briefly  describe 
the  premises],  which  were  supported  by  the  adjacent  land  and 
the  soil  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  them 
80  supported. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

defendant  wrongfully  and  negligently  excavated  the  land  ad- 
jacent to  plaintiff's  said  land  and  buildings,  and  removed  tHe 
earth  therefrom,  without  leaving  sufficient  suppSort  for  plaintiff's 
said  land  and  buildings,  by  reason  whereof  the  same  sank  and 
gave  way,  and  the  house  fell  in  and  was  destroyed,  and  the 
furniture  of  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  and  broken;  and  the 

plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay dollars  in  procuring 

another  house,  and dollars  in  removing  and  re- 
pairing his  goods,  and  . . . .' dollars  in  removing  the 

ruins  of  the  house  and  rebuilding  the  same,  to  his  damage  in 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

S  2085.  Berersioner,  allegation  by. 

Form  No.  5^0. 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was, 
and  still  is,  owner  of  certain  land  [briefly  describe  the  same], 
which  was  then  in  the  occupation  of  A.  B.,  as  tenant  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff. 
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S  2036.  For  not  using  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing. 

Form  No,  521. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  watchmaker,  at ,  and 

on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  de- 
livered to  him,  as  such,  a  gold  watch  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 

value  of dollars,  to  be  repaired  by  the  defendant, 

for  reward. 

II.  That  the  defendant  then  and  there  undertook  said  em- 
ployment, and  to  use  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing  said  watch, 
and  to  take  due  care  thereof  while  in  his  possession,  and  to  re- 
deliver the  same  to  the  plaintiff  on  request. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  take  proper  care  of  the  said 
watch  whilst  in  his  possession,  and  did  not  use  due  care  or  skill 
in  repairing  the  said  watch,  but,  on  the  contrary,  did  his  work  in 
so  careless  and  unworkmanlike  a  manner  that  no  benefit  was  de- 
rived therefrom,  and  the  said  watch  was  broken  and  rendered 
worthless,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

fi  8037.  Against  watchmaker,  for  not  returning  watch. 

Form  No.  522. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  form  No.  521.] 

II.  [As  in  form  No.  521.] 

III.  That  after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  repair  of  said  watch, 
and  on  or  about  the day  of ,  the  plain- 
tiff requested  the  defendant  to  redeliver  the  said  watch;  but  he 

refused  so  to  do,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


CHAPTER  IV. 

SLANDER  OF  TITLB. 

I  8038.  Common  form. 

Form  No.  32$* 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he  was 

the  owner  in  fee  of  [state  what  property],  situate  in 

[describe  it  particularly]. 

II.  That   on  that  day,   at    ,   the   defendant, 

maliciously  and  without  cause,  spoke  in  the  presence  of  A.  B. 
and  others  [name  them],  the  following  wards  concerning  the 
plaintiff  and  his  property  [insert  the  exact  language  with  in- 
nuendoes]. 

III.  That  the  said  words  were  false. 

IV.  That  said  A.  B.  [or  others,  naming  them]  was  then  and 
there  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  said  premises,  and  that 
by  reason  thereof  said  A.  B.  [or  others]  was  dissuaded  from 
making  such  purchase. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  said  words,  the  said  A.  B.  refused 
and  still  refuses  to  purchase  the  said  property  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  been  by  reason  thereof  unable  to  sell  the 
same,  and  has  been  otherwise  greatly  injured  thereby,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]^ 

$  2030.  Definition  —  emential  airenn«nts.  Slander  of  title  is 
publishing  language,  not  of  the  person,  but  of  his  right  or  title 
to  something.^  When  a  party  is  prevented  from  selling,  ex- 
changing, or  making  any  advantageous  disposition  of  lands  or 
other  property,  in  consequence  of  the  impertinent  interference 

1  As  to  the  action  for  slander  of  title  in  general,  see  Gerard  v. 
Dickenson,  4  Oo.  18;  Hargrave  v.  Le  Breton,  Burr.  *M22;  Eari  of 
Northumberland  v.  Byrt,  Cro.  Jac.  163;  Vaughan  v.  Ellis,  id.  243; 
Smith  V.  Spooner,  3  Taunt  246;  Pitt  v.  Donovan,  1  Mau.  &  S.  639; 
2  Greenl.  Ev.  428.  As  to  what  plaintiff  must  establish,  see  lAke 
V.  McKinstry,  41  Barb.  186;  see,  also,  Townshend  on  Sland.  &  Lib. 
240;  and  1  Starlc.  on  Sland.  101. 

2  Townshend  on  Sland  &  Lib.  24a 
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of  the  defendant,  he  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  incon- 
venience which  he  has  suffered,  hut  special  damage  must  be 
shown.*  The  action  for  slander  of  title  is  not  restricted  to  lan- 
guage affecting  real  property.  It  lies  for  slander  of  title  to 
personal  property.*  To  maintain  an  action  for  slander  of  title 
to  lands,  the  words  must  be  false,  must  be  uttered  maliciously, 
and  be  followed  as  a  natural  and  legal  consequence  by  a  pecuni- 
ary damage,  which  must  be  especially  alleged  and  proved  f  and 
the  name  of  the  person,  as  above  stated,  who  refused  to  purchase 
or  make  the  loan  or  purchase  in  consequence  of  the  slander, 
should  be  stated  in  the  complaint.* 

5  2040.  Damage — malice  —  probable  cause.  The  damage 
sought  to  be  recovered  must  be  specially  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  substantially  proved  on  the  trial.  It  must  be  a 
pecuniary  damage,  and  must  be  the  natural  and  legal  conse- 
quence of  the  wrong.''  When  the  damages  arise  from  the 
plaintiff's  being  precluded  from  selling  or  mortgaging  the  prop- 
erty which  is  the  subject  of  the  slander,  it  is  essential  in  stating 
a  cause  of  action  to  name  the  person  or  persons  who  refused 
from  that  cause  to  loan  or  purchase.  An  omission  to  do  so  will 
render  the  complaint  demurrable.®  It  is  error  for  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  where  a  person  injuriously  slanders  the 
title  of  another,  malice  is  presumed,  or  that  fraud  could  not  be 
presumed,  but  may  be  established  by  circumstances,  but  not  of 
a  light  character;  the  circumstances  must  be  of  a  most  conclu- 
sive nature.®  Malice  and  damage  are  both  essential  requisites 
to  sustain  an  action  from  language  concerning  a  thing.    To 

8  1  Stark,  on  Sland.  191. 

iTownshend  on  Sland.  &  Lib.  215.  For  complaint  in  an  action 
to  recovei*  damages  for  false  statements  made  by  the  defendants, 
in  regard  to  patent  and  manufactures  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  injury 
of  hicr  business,  see  Snow  v.  Judson,  38  Barb.  210. 

BKendaU  v.  Stone,  5  N.  Y.  14;  reversing  S.  O.,  2  Sandf.  289; 
Burkett  v.  Griffith,  90  Oal.  532;  25  Am.  St.  R^.  151;  see  Like  t. 
McKlnstry,  41  Barb.  186. 

6  3  Bing.  N.  C.  371;  Cro.  Oar.  140;  Cnx  Jac.  484;  3  Keb.  153; 
Style,  169;  Kendall  v.  Stone,  5  N.  T.  14;  Tobias  v.  Harland,  4  Wend. 
537;  Saund.  PI.  &  Ev.  243;  Shlpman  y.  Burrows,  1  Hall,  399;  Linden 
T.  Graham,  1  Duer,  670;  Bailey  v.  Dean,  5  Barb.  297. 

7  Kendall  y.  Stone,  2  Sandf.  269;  S.  G.,  5  N.  T.  14;  Burkett  ▼. 
Griffith,  90  Gal.  532;  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  151. 

s  Linden  y.  Graham,  1  Duer,  670;  11  N.  T.  Leg.  Oba.  18& 

9  McDaniel  y.  Baca,  2  GaL  326;  56  Am.  Dec.  SS9. 
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these  requiflitee  are  usually  added  a  third,  that  the  language  is 
false.^®  To  sustain  an  action  for  slander  of  title,  there  must  be 
want  of  probable  cause,  and  special  damages  must  be  alleged, 
and  that  circumstantially.  A  general  allegation  of  loss  will 
not  be  suflBlcient.  Nor  will  a  defendant  be  responsible  for 
what  he  says  or  does  in  pursuance  of  a  claim  of  title  in  himself, 
provided  there  be  good  ground  for  such  claim.^^  The  averment 
that  it  was  without  probable  cause  is  proper. 

lOTownshend  on  Sland.  &  Lib.  230. 

11  Bailey  v.  Dean,  5  Barb.  297.  The  action  will  only  lie  by  reason 
of  prejudice  in  a  sale,  ajid  in  order  to  show  that  the  words  uttered 
have  caused  injury,  it  is,  generally,  necessary  to  avier  and  show 
that  they  were  uttered  pending  some  treaty  or  public  auction  for 
sale  of  the  property,  and  that  thereby  some  Intendfng  purchaser 
was  prevented  from  bidding  or  competing.  Burkett  v.  Griffith,  90 
Cal.  632;  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  151.  And  It  Is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  set  forth  and  describe  in  his  complaint,  in  direct  terms,  the 
property  respecting  which  the  defamatory  statements  were  made, 
as  well  as  to  aver  title  thereto,  so  that  it  may  be  shown  wherein 
the  defendant  had  done  him  an  injury.  Id.  Complaint  sufficiently 
setting  fOTth  a  good  cause  of  action  for  slander  of  title.  See  Dodge 
V.  Oolby,  108  N.  Y.  445;  affirming  37  Hun,  515. 


CHAPTEB  V. 

trespXss. 

I  8041.  For  malidous  injury,  claiming  ineraaaad  dammgvs 
under  the  ■tatate. 

Form  No,  524. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  J.8. .,  the  de- 
fendant maliciously  and  wantonly  destroyed  certain  ornamental 

trees,  of  the  value  of dollars,  the  property  of  the 

plaintiff,  growing  upon  his  land  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  at 

[by  barking  and  girdling  them,  or  otherwise 

state  nature  of  injury,  if  not  totally  destroyed],  contrary  to 
the  forms  of  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided. 
[Demand  of  Judgment  fob  Tbeble  Damages.] 

§  2042.  Abatement  of  action.  At  common  law  a  trespass  dies 
with  the  trespasser.*  In  California  section  1584  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  has  changed  the  rule.  It  provides  that  "Any 
person,  or  his  personal  representatives,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  executor  or  administrator  of  any  testator  or  intestate, 
who,  in  his  lifetime,  has  wasted,  destroyed,  taken,  or  carried 
away,  or  converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  or  chattels  of  any 
such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate  of 
such  person.^^ 

§  2048.  Agent.  If  the  trespass  has  been  committed  by  one 
acting  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  it  may  be  so  alleged.^ 
Where  two  of  the  defendants  actually  committed  the  act,  and  a 
third  defendant  instigated  and  employed  them  to  do  it,  it  may 
be  so  alleged.^ 

§  2044.  Assignee.  An  assignee  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  any  person 
who  interferes  with  the  assigned  property.*    A  claim  for  dam- 

a  O'Connor  v.  Corbitt,  3  Cal.  370. 

1  St  John  V.  Griffith,  1  Abb.  Pr.  39. 

2  Ives  V.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  196L 

3  McQueen  v.  Babcock,  41  Barb.  337. 
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ages  caused  by  a  trespass  on  land  is  assignable,  and  the  assignee 
may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  same.'* 

§  2045.  Cotnspassen  —  allegation  of.  If  it  be  sought  to 
charge  another  with  the  trespass,  at  whose  instigation  and  re- 
quest the  trespass  was  committed  singly,  it  may  be  alleged  as 
follows:  ^^  That  on  the,  etc.,  one  A.  B.,  at  the  instigation  and 
request  of  the  defendant,  and  being  by  him  employed  thereto 
and  assisted  therein,  broke  and  entered,"  etc.  Or,  if  it  be 
sought  to  make  both  cotrespassers,  it  may  be  alleged:  ^'  That 
on,  etc.,  the  defendant  A.  B.,  at  the  instigation  and  request 
of  the  defendant  C.  D.,  being  by  him  employed  thereto  and 
assisted  therein,  broke  and  entered,"  etc.**  For  all  persons  who 
direct  or  request  another  to  commit  a  trespass,  are  liable  as  co- 
trespassers.*  Where  a  trespass  has  been  committed  by  two  or 
more,  by  joint  act  or  co-operation,  they  are  all  trespassers,  and 
liable,^  if  they  acted  in  concert,  or  the  act  of  one  naturally  pro- 
duced the  act  of  the  other.®  Where  several  defendants  are  de- 
clared against  jointly,  but  no  joint  trespass  is  proved,  the  plain- 
tiff can  introduce  evidence  of  a  several  trespass  against  one  of 
the  defendants,  and  recover  against  such  defendant.  AUter, 
if  a  joint  trespass  has  been  proved.® 

5  2046.  Damages  —  exemplary  and  vindictive.  Exemplary  or 
vindictive  damages  can  not  be  recovered  for  a  trespass  not 
malicious  in  its  character.^*^  And  the  rule  of  damages  depends 
upon  the  presence  or  absence  of  fraud,  malice,  or  oppression.^^ 
In  the  absence  of  such  circumstances  the  rule  is  compensation 
merely,  and  this  refers  solely  to  the  injury  done  to  the  prop- 
erty^ and  not  collateral  or  consequential  damages  resulting  to 
the  owner.*^  A  party  committing  a  trespass  can  be  made  lia- 
ble for  such  damages  only  as  are  the  proximate  result  of  the 

4  More  V.  Massinl,  32  Gal.  590. 

6  Ives  V.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  196. 

6  2  Hill,  on  Torts,  293;  Herring  v.  Hoppock,  15  N.  Y.  418. 

7  2  Hill,  on  Torts,  292;  Hair  v.  Little,  28  Ala.  236;  also,  Hou8tx>n 
V.  Nord,  39  Minn.  490. 

s  Brooks  V.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  29;  and  see  McGloskey  v.  Powell,  123 
Penn.  8t.  62;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  512;  State  v.  Smith,  78  Me.  200;  57 
Am.  Rep.  802. 

»  McCarron  v.  O'Gonnell,  7  Cal.  152. 

10  Selden  v.  Gajshman,  20  Cal.  56;  81  Am.  Dec.  93. 

11  Dorsey  v.  Manlove,  14  Cal.  553. 
la  Id. 
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trespass.^*  The  right  of  the  pkmtiff  to  recover  damages,  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  trespass  was  not  willfnl.^*  Where 
trespass  is  committed  from  wanton  or  malicious  motiyes,  or  a 
reckless  disregard  of  the  rights  of  others,  or  under  circumstances 
of  great  hardship  or  oppression,  the  rule  of  mere  compensation 
is  not  enforced,  and  punitive  or  exemplary  damages  may  be 
enforced.*** 

§  2047.  Designation  of  land.  The  lines  of  a  quarter  section 
of  government  land,  distinctly  marked  by  natural  boundaries 
and  stakes  placed  at  convenient  distances,  so  that  the  lines  can 
be  readily  traced,  are  suiBcient  to  authorize  an  action  for  tre^ 
pass  thereon  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  11, 1850.** 
When  two  mining  claims  adjoin  each  other,  the  ignorance  of  the 
owners  of  one  company  of  the  dividing  line  will  not  excuse  a 
trespass  upon  the  land  of  another."  Where  the  town  is  sub- 
divided intermediate  the  trespass  and  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  the  trespass  may  be  laid  to  have  been  done  in  the  original 
town.*® 

18  Btory  V.  Robinson,  32  Gal.  205;  and  see  Empire  Gold  BCin.  €k>. 
V.  Bonanza  Gold  Min.  €k>..  67  Id.  406;  Patchen  v.  Keeley,  19 
Nev.  404. 

14  Maye  v.  Yappan,  23  Cal.  306. 

IB  Dorsey  v.  Manlove,  14  Oal.  553;  see  Oal.  Civil  Code.  §S  3294  and 
3346;  Gorman  v.  So.  Pac.  Ck>.,  97  Gal.  1;  33  Am.  St  Rep.  157;  Pear- 
son V.  Zehr,  138  lU.  48;  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  113.  A  comi^aint  for 
trespass  to  real  property  must  contain  a  specific  and  certain  aver- 
ment of  the  actual  damage  done  to  the  property,  even  though 
exemplary  damages  may  be  claimed  for  injury  thereto  under  dr- 
cumstanceB  oif  aggravation,  and,  if  the  actual  damage  to  the 
IHivperty  Is  not  averred  with  certainty,  a  demurrer  for  uncertainty 
on  that  ground  should  be  sustained.  Lamb  v.  Horbaugh,  105  OaL 
680. 

16  Taylor  v.  Woodward,  10  Gal.  90;  see  the  case  of  Stockton'  t» 
Garfrlas,  12  id.  315. 

17  Maye  v.  Yappan,  2^  Gal.  306;  see  Nevada  Gojanty  &  Sac. 
Canal  Ca  v.  Kidd,  37  id.  282. 

18  Renaudet  v.  Groken,  1  Gal.  167;  S.  G.,  Gol.  &  G.  Gas.  219.  In  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  a  trespass  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  on  the  south  half  of  a  certain  land  claim,  evidence  of 
the  wrong  must  be  confined  to  the  particular  tntct  of  land 
described  in  the  complaint.  Jennings  v.  Meldrum,  15  Oreg.  629. 
The  description  of  the  premises  In  the  complaint  as  a  mining 
claim  of  certain  dimensions,  with  a  reference  to  the  location 
certificate  and  the  patent  for  metes  and  bounds,  is  sulllcient  Rico* 
Aspen,  etc.,  Min.  Co.  v.  Enterprise  Min.  Co.,  56  Fed«  Bep^  l&L 
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S  2048.  Bitch.  A  person  has  no  right  to  run  a  ditch  through 
the  incloBure  of  another  without  his  consent.^^ 

9  2049.  Entry  without  force.  When  the  complaint  charges 
an  entry  upon  and  injury  to  plaintiff^s  property,  and  does  not 
charge  force,  the  issue  was  held  to  be  confined  to  the  actions 
of  the  party  after  the  entry,  and  to  the  damages  resulting  from 
the  same.*^ 

§  2050.  Equitable  relief.  In  an  action  for  trespass,  the  law 
and  equity  must  not  be  inseparably  mixed  together.  The  al- 
legations must  be  separate,  distinct,  certain.^  But  it  is  not  nec- 
essary that  there  should  be  express  words;  showing  where  the 
declaration  in  trespass  leaves  off,  and  the  bill  in  equity  begins.^ 

§  2051.  Essential  facts.  When  a  pleader  wishes  to  avail  him- 
self of  any  statutory  privilege  or  right,  given  by  particular  facts, 
those  facts  which  the  statute  requires  as  the  foundation  of  the 
right  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint.^ 

§  2052.  Estate  in  possession,  reversion  and  remainder.  In 
New  York,  any  person  seized  of  an  estate  in  possession,  re- 
mainder, or  reversion,  may  bring  an  action  under  the  statute, 
notwithstanding  an  intervening  estate  for  life  or  years.^ 

§  2058.  Forcible  and  nnlawfuL  The  acts  alleged  must  be 
essentially  acts  of  trespass,  forcible  and  unlawful,  bnt  it  need 
not  be  alleged  that  the  entry  was  unlawful.^ 

S  2054.  Foreign  miners.  The  fact  that  parties  are  foreigners, 
and  have  not  obtained  a  license  to  work  in  the  mines,  affords  no 
apology  for  trespass.* 

i»  Welmer  v.  Lowery,  11  Oal.  104. 

» Turner  v.  McC5arthy,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  347. 

»  See  Gates  v.  Kieff,  7  Oal.  124. 

22  Id.  The  complaint  in  an  action  to  enjoin  the  commission  of 
trespassee  upon  land  is  defective  when  trespasses  are  pleaded 
in  general  allegations  only.  Wilkeson,  etc.,  Coke  Go.  v.  Driver* 
0  Wash.  St.  177. 

2s  Dye  V.  Dye,  11  Gal.  163.  As  to  the  essential  facts  to  maintain 
the  action,  see  WiUard  v.  Warren,  17  W«id.  257. 

24  Van  Deusen  v.  Toung,  29  Barb.  9. 

25  Id. 

26  MitcbeU  V.  Hagood,  e  Oal.  14a 
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9  2055.  Joinder  of  cause.  In  a  complaint  for  trespass  the 
plaintiff  claimed  five  hundred  dollars,  and  alleged  value  of  the 
property  destroyed,  and  five  hundred  dollars  damages.  Defend- 
ant demurred  on  the  ground  that  two  causes  of  action  were  im- 
properly joined,  and  the  court  below  sustained  the  demurrer; 
it  was  held  that  this  was  error.^  In  an  action  of  trespass,  an 
allegation  of  injury  to  the  *^  site  for  a  dam,"  and  "  dam  in  course 
of  construction  thereon,"  and  '*  site  for  a  canal,  and  canal 
thereon  projected,  surveyed,  and  commenced,"  constitutes  but 
a  single  cause  of  action.  They  are  land,  and  for  the  purposes 
required  must  necessarily  be  connected  and  continuous.™  But 
the  water  right  when  acquired,  although  intimately  related  to 
and  connected  with  the  site  for  a  canal  and  dam,  and  canal  com- 
menced, etc.,  give  rise  to  separate  and  distinct  causes  of  action.** 
The  owner  of  land  may  join  in  the  same  complaint,  a  claim 
for  damages  as  assignee,  caused  as  a  trespass  on  the  land  while 
it  was  owned  by  his  grantor,  and  a  claim  for  an  injunction  for 
a  threatened  injury  to  the  land.^^  A  party  can  not  join  an 
action  of  trespass  quare  clausum  f  regit  with  ejectment,  and  pray 
for  an  injunction.**  A  complaint  in  trespass  averring  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  close  and  re- 
moved earth  and  gravel  therefrom,  destroyed  ornamental  shade 
trees  growing  thereon,  tore  off  and  removed  the  boards  from  an 
entire  wall  of  the  plaintiff's  building,  darkened  the  plaintiff's 
windows,  and  erected  another  building  on  the  premises,  to 
the  damage  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  specific  sum,  is  not  demurrable 
for  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  nor  for  ambiguity;**  but  a 
complaint  alleging  that  by  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff  was  damaged,  her  character  was  injured, 
and  that  her  health  has  been  permanently  impaired,  and  that 
by  reason  of  all  these  acts  she  has  been  damaged  in  a  specified 
sum,  for  which  she  asks  judgment^  shows  a  misjoinder  of  dis- 
tinct causes  of  action,  forbidden  by  section  427,  California  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.** 

27  Tendeseo  v.  Marshall,  3  Oal.  440. 

»  Nev.  Go.  &  Sac.  Oanal  Co.  v.  Kldd,  37  Gal.  dOO. 

»Id. 

so  More  v.  Maaslnl,  32  Gal.  5G0. 

51  Bigelow  V.  Gove,  7  Gal.  133:  see  9  315,  ante. 

52  StrohlburK  v.  Jones,  78  Gal.  381. 
ss  Lamb  v.  Harbaugh,  105  Gal.  680. 
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§  2056.  Joinder  of  partieB.  A  plaintiff  can  not  by  mere 
notice  bring  in  parties  not  sued  in  an  action  of  trespass  when 
there  is  no  pretense  that  they  were  trespassers.^  In  an  action 
by  the  parties  whose  property  has  been  wrongfully  taken  under 
legal  process^  all  who  join  or  participate  in  the  trespass  are 
jointly  liable  as  joint  trespassers.^ 

fi  2057.  Jurisdiction.  In  California  the  superior  courts  have 
jurisdiction  of  all  actions  to  recover  damages  for  trespass  upon 
lands  if  the  right  of  possession  is  put  in  issue  regardless  of  the 
amount  of  damages  claimed.^ 

S  8058.  Mining  claim.  In  an  action  for  trespass  upon  a 
mining  claim^  where  the  complaint  avers  that  the  defendants  are 
working  upon  and  extracting  the  mineral  from  the  claim,  and 
prays  for  a  perpetual  injunction,  and  the  answer  admits  the 
entry  and  work,  and  takes  issue  upon  the  title  of  the  mine,  and 
the  jury  find  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  court  should  decree 
the  equitable  relief  sought,  and  enjoin  defendants  from  future 
trespasses.^ 

fi  2059.  Ouster.  No  ouster  is  necessary  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass.     Any  unlawful  entry  is  enough.*® 

§  2060.  Possession  and  right  of  possession.  In  an  action  of 
trespass  upon  real  property  the  plaintiff  may  recover  upon  al- 
leging and  showing,  in  addition  to  the  injury  complained  of, 
his  possession  of  the  premises;  and  his  right  to  the  possession 
is  not  involved  unless  the  defendant  tenders  an  issue  upon 
the  fact,  and  in  that  case*®  the  right  of  recovery  depends  both  on 
possession  in  fact  and  the  right  of  possession.^    Possession 

M  Pico  V.  WebsteF,  14  Cal.  202. 
85  Lewis  Y.  Johns,  34  Gal.  620. 
87  OuUen  V.  Langrldge,  17  Cal.  67;  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro..  S  57. 

87  McLaughlin  v.  Kelly.  22  Cal.  211.  Action  for  injury  to  mining 
claim.  See  McFeters  v.  Pierson.  15  Col.  201;  22  Am.  St  Rep. 
388;  Noonday  Min.  Co.  v.  Mining  Ca.  6  Sawyer.  209.  In  a  suit 
against  a  railroad  company  for  damages  for  taking  a  porticm  of 
a  mining  claim,  and  cutting  timber  thereon,  a  complaint  showing 
an  entiy  without  permission  on  a  mining  claim  In  the  plaintiffs' 
poesession,  and  the  doing  an  injury  to  the  soil  and  timber, 
sufficiently  avers  possession,  entry,  and  damage.  Jackson  v.  Dines, 
13  Col.  90. 

88  Rowe  V.  Bradley.  12  Cal.  226;  Hatch  v.  Donnell.  74  Me.  IflS* 
8«  Hoiman  v.  Taylor.  31  Cal.  33a 

^  Pollock  Y.  Cummings.  38  Cal.  683. 
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in  the  plaintifF  Ib  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action 
for  trespass^  and  although  a  higher  title  may  be  attempted  to 
be  set  up^  the  failure  to  sustain  it  will  not  operate  against  the 
right  to  recover  damagee.^^  The  defendant  has  no  right  to 
inquire  into  the  good  faith  of  plaintiff's  possession.^  To  main- 
tain an  action  of  trespass  qtiare  clausum  f regit,  it  was  formerly 
held  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  establish  an  actual  possession 
of  the  hcus  in  qiw,  but  under  more  modem  decisions  a  con- 
structiye  possession  is  held  sufficient.^  Actual  possession  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  such  action  against  a  mere  stranger  or  in- 
truder. The  possession  by  the  tenant  is  possession  by  the  plain- 
tiff sufficient  to  support  this  averment.^  It  is  enough  to  show 
possession  at  the  time  of  the  injury.^ 

9  2061.  Tearing  down.  gate.  If  the  complaint  in  an  action 
for  an  alleged  trespass  avers  that  defendants  unlawfully  entered 
on  plaintiff's  land  and  tore  down  a  gate^  the  gist  of  the  action  is 
the  entry^  and  the  removal  of  the  gate  is  a  mere  matter  of 
aggravation,  and  if  the  plaintiff  fail  to  prove  the  gist  he  can 
not  recover  for  the  aggravation.** 

41  McCarron  v.  0'Connell»  7  Gal.  152;  Bequette  v.  Gaolfleld,  4 
Id.  278;  eo  Am.  Dec.  615;  Fitzgerald  v.  Urton,  5  Gal.  808;  Palmer 
V.  Aldridge,  16  Barb.  131,  and  cases  cited;  Hall  v.  Warren,  2 
McLean,  332;  and  see  Ganavan  v.  Gray,  64  Gal.  5;  Stahl  v.  Grover, 
80  Wis.  650;  Spuriock  v.  Railroad  Go.,  13  Wash.  St.  29;  Marks  ▼. 
Sullivan,  8  Utah,  406;  HIU  v.  Water  Gommissloners,  77  Hun,  491. 

42  Eberhard  v.  Toulumne  Gounty  Water  Go.,  4  Gal.  30& 

48  See  Nev.  Go.  &  Sac.  Gfuial  Go.  v.  Kldd,  37  Gal.  282;  Moon 
V.  Avery,  42  Minn.  406;  Randall  v.  Sanders,  87  N.  Y.  578. 

44  Sumner  v.  Tlleston,  7  Pick.  198;  Lindenbower  v.  Bentley,  86 
Mo.  515;  Gunsolus  v.  Lormer,  54  Wis.  630. 

4BVowles  V.  Miller,  3  Taunt.  137.  Where  the  plaintiff  shows 
facts  which  would  entitle  him  to  relief  in  a  common-law  action 
on  the  case,  the  fact  that  he  alleges  that  he  was  In  possession  Is 
immaterial,  and  the  allegation  may  be  treated  as  surplusage. 
Rogers  v.  Durhart,  97  Gal.  500.  For  averments  on  a  complaint  for 
undermining  the  party  wall  of  plalntlfTs  house,  see  Eno  v.  Del 
Vecchlo,  4  Duer,  53.  For  averments  of  complaint  for  an  Injunc- 
tion restraining  defendant  from  excavating  to  undermine  plalntlfTs 
land,  see  Farrand  v.  Marshall,  19  Barb.  380.  For  Injuries  to  trees, 
timber,  or  underwood,  and  damages  therefor,  see  Gal.  Glvll  Gode, 
S  33461  As  to  ownership  of  trees  in  or  along  a  highway,  see  Gal. 
Political  Gode,  $  2631.  As  to  ownership  of  trees  whose  trunks 
stand  wholly  upon  the  land  of  one,  though  the  roots  grow  into 
the  land  of  another,  see  Gal.  Givll  Gode,  S  833.  As  to  line  trees, 
see  Id.,  §  834. 

46  Pico  V.  Gollmas,  32  Gal.  578. 
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S  2060.  TeniA&ti  in  ooumoiL  Ordinarily  and  at  common 
law  trespass  will  not  lie  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  his  co- 
tenant;  but  when  one  tenant  in  common  destroys. the  subject  of 
the  tenancy,  trespass  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  injured  party >''^ 
But  one  tenant  in  common  can  not  maintain  trespass  against 
another  for  taking  in  the  ordinary  course  the  whole  profits 
of  land.^  If  title  is  alleged,  a  general  averment  will  be  suffi- 
cient, without  setting  out  the  source  of  title.**  And  the  al- 
legation of  title  sufficiently  imports  possession  in  an  action  of 
trespass  on  land.^  A  judgment  in  trespass  does  not  necessarily 
determine  the  title  to  the  property .^^  The  personal  action  can 
not  be  made  to  test  the  title  of  the  property  as  between  conflict- 
ing claimants.^' 

S  8068.  Taming  out  cattle.  One  who  commits  a  trespass 
by  turning  cattle  out  of  an  inclosure  upon  the  public  lands,  can 
not  be  made  liable  to  the  owner  for  the  loss  of  the  cattle,  if  the 
owner  has  been  notified  to  take  care  of  them.^ 

9  8064.  UnlawfoL  The  acts  alleged  must  be  CBsentially  acts 
of  trespass,  forcible  and  unlawful;  but  it  need  not  be  alleged  in 
so  many  words  that  the  entry  was  unlawful.^ 

f  2065.  Who  xnay  maintain  action.  Any  person  seised  of  an 
estate  in  remainder  or  reversion  may  bring  an  action  under  it, 
notwithstanding  any  intervening  estate  for  life,  or  years."  The 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  a  trespass  quare 
clausum  f  regit,  alleged  in  his  complaint  to  have  been  committed 
on  his  own  land,  when  in  fact  the  trespass  was  committed  on 

47  Ck>.  Lltt.  200  a«  b;  Orabbe's  Law  of  B.  P.,  S  2318  b;  Waterman 
v.  Soper,  1  Ld.  Raym.  787. 

4a  Jacoba  v.  Seward,  L.  E.,  4  O.  P.  328. 

4»  Daley  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  7  Minn.  300. 

BO  Oowenhoven  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  88  Barb.  9. 

Bi  Brennan  v.  Gaston,  17  Gal.  372. 

B2Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Gal.  574;  76  Am.  Dec.  651;  see  Nevada 
Oo.  &  Sac.  Canal  Co.  v.  Kldd,  87  Gal.  282. 

u  Story  V.  Robinson,  32  Gal.  205. 

M  Van  Deusen  v.  Young,  20  Barb.  0. 

MVan  Deusen  v.  Young,  20  Barb.  0;  Ay  cock  v.  ItailroAd  Co., 
80  N.  C.  821;  Mayor,  etc.,  v.  Lyon,  69  6a.  577.  Bnt  the  plaintiff 
must  allege  and  prove  that  the  Injury  for  which  he  sues  is  an 
Injury  to  the  reversion,  and  not  merely  an  Injury  to  the  poesessMy 
rights  of  the  tenant.  Geer  v.  Fleming,  110  Mass.  891;  Bobb  v. 
syenite  Granite  Co.,  41  Mo.  App.  642. 
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another  piece  of  land.^  An  action  can  be  maintained  by  the 
mortgagee  of  real  estate^  to  recover  damages  for  wrongful  and 
fraudulent  injuries  done  to  the  mortgaged  property^  by  which 
the  security  of  the  mortgage  has  been  impaired.^^ 

f  2066.  ''With  force  and  arms/'  ''broke  and  entered." 
Under  our  system  of  pleading,  the  words  '*  with  force  and  arms, 
broke  and  entered,"  do  not  confine  the  proof  to  the  direct  and 
inmmediate  damage,  as  in  the  old  action  of  trespass,  and  the 
facts  being  clearly  set  out  in  the  complaint,  an  addition  of  these 
words,  was  held  to  be  surplusage.^ 

f  8067.  For  damageB  for  injuring  trees. 

Form  No.  525. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  entered  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  county  of 

,  the  same  being  then  in  the  possession  of  the 

plaintiff,  and  did,  without  the  leave  of  the  plaintiff,  cut  down 

trees  [designate  number  and  kind  of  trees],  of 

the  value  of dollars;  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost 

said  trees,  and  the  land  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  was  greatly 

damaged  and  lessened  in  value,  to  the  amount  of 

dollars;  and  thereby  the  defendant,  by  the  force  of  section 
of  the  statute  of ,  forfeited  and  be- 
came liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  treble  the  amount  of  said 
damages. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

f  2068.  Action  can  be  maintained  as  soon  as  timber  is  cat. 
An  action  of  trover  may  be  maintained  against  a  trespasser  who 
is  cutting  timber,  as  soon  as  timber  is  cut.^ 

M  Doherty  v.  Thay«r,  31  Cal.  140. 

B7  RoblnsiMi  V.  Russell,  24  Gal.  467;  see,  further,  as  to  who  may 
maintain  the  acti<Mi,  Colton  v.  OnderdcMik,  60  id.  155;  58  Am. 
Eep.  666;  WlUey  v.  Laraway,  64  Vt.  650;  Anderson  v.  Broom  Co., 
67  Mich.  216;  Lawry  v.  Lawry,  88  Me.  482;'  Heilbron  v.  Heinlen^ 
72  Cal.  371;  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  96  Ga.  874. 

UDarst  V.  Rush,  14  Gal.  81.  Allegation  of  damage  —  snfflciency^ 
See  MaUoiy  v.  Thomas,  98  id.  644;  Razzo  v.  Vami,  81  id.  289. 

w  Sampson  v.  Hammond,  4  Oal.  184. 
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I  2069.  Between  tenants  in  common.  At  common  law^  when 
one  tenant  in  common  destroys  the  subject  of  the  tenancy,  tres- 
pass will  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  injured  party .^  If  one  tenant 
in  common  destroy  the  thing  in  common^  as  if  he  grub  up  and 
destroy  a  hedge,  or  prevent  his  cotenant  of  a  fold  from  erecting 
hurdles,  trespass  lies.^^  If  one  tenant  in  common  enters  upon 
his  cotenant,  and  ousts  him  of  his  premises,  trespass  quare 
clausum  f regit  lies  for  the  injury .•*  Hence,  an  action  will  lie 
for  injury  to  trees  standing  on  a  line  between  plaintiff's  and 
defendant's  lands,  whether  the  parties  be  regarded  as  tenants 
in  common  of  such  trees  or  not.®® 

9  2070.  Demand.  Where  trespassers  cut  wood  on  land  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff,  and  sold  it  to  the  defendants,  who  were 
bona  Me  purchasers,  it  was  held  that  no  previous  demand  was 
requisite  to  sustain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  wood  or  its 
value.** 

9  2071.  The  same  —  for  cutting^  and  converting  timber. 

Form  No.  $26, 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  upon 

plaintiff's  land  {the  same  being  then  in  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiff], and  there  cut  down  and  carried  away  the  trees  and  tim- 
ber of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  and 

converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  contrary 
to  the  statute,  etc.,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgmen'^.] 

§  2072.  Actioii  lies.  An  action  for  trespass  lies  for  cutting 
and  carrying  away  timber,*  though  the  land  be  not  inclosed.** 

•0  Co.  Litt.  200  a,  b;  Crabbe's  Law  of  R.  P.,  9  2318  b;  Waterman 
V.  Soper,  1  Ld.  Raym.  737. 

w  Browne  on  Actions,  414;  Voyce  v.  Voyce,  Grow,  201;  8  B.  & 
C.  257. 

«27  Cow.  229. 

«3  Dubois  V.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  123;  82  Am.  Dec.  328. 

64  Whitman  G.  &  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Trltle,  4  Nev.  494. 

«Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  733. 

60  Wells  y.  Howell,  19  Johns.  385;  Tonawanda  R.  R.  Odu  T. 
Munger,  5  Den.  255;  49  Am.  Dec.  239. 
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S  8073.  Actual  powMMion.  In  actLons  for  damageB  lor  in* 
jury  to  real  property^  title  or  actual  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  injxiry  must  be  shown.*^ 

§  8074.  Broke  plaintiff's  close.  It  is  not  nee^saiy  to  state 
that  the  defendant  broke  the  plaintiff's  close.^ 


9  8075.  Damages.  In  California  triple  damages  may  be 
sessed  for  cutting  and  carrying  away  trees,  etc.®^  But  nothing 
in  section  733  authorizes  the  recovery  of  more  than  the  just 
Talue  of  the  timber  taken  from  uncultivated  woodland,  for  the 
repair  of  a  public  highway  or  bridge  upon  the  land,  or  adjoin- 
ing it  J^  The  damages  should  be  estim^,ted  by  all  the  circum- 
stances and  the  purpose  for  which  such  trees  were  usedJ*  The 
measure  of  damages  is  not  the  value  of  such  trees,  as  for  wood, 
but  the  injury  done  to  the  land  by  destroying  thcm.''^ 

§  8076.  Damages  —  treble.  To  entitle  to  treble  damages  under 
the  statute,  the  complainant  must  refer  to  the  act.*^  In  actions 
for  waste,  when  treble  damages  are  given  by  statute,  the  de- 
mand for  such  damages  must  be  expressly  inserted  in  the  declara- 
tion, which  must  either  cite  the  statute,  or  conclude,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  form  of  the  statute^*  The 
complaint  must  also  aver  that  the  defendant  cut  them  know- 
ingly, willfully,  or  maliciously,  in  order  to  recover  treble  dam- 
ages.'"^ Without  such  averment  the  plaintiff  may  recover  simple 
damagesJ^ 

S  8077.  Executor.  Under  the  California  statute,  an  executor 
may  maintain  an  action  for  trespass  committed  upon  the  real 
estate  of  his  testator  in  his  lifetime.'" 

67  Gardner  v.  Heart;,  1  N.  Y.  528. 

68  Wells  V.  HoweU,  19  Johns.  385;  and  see  T6nawanda  K.  R  Gow 
V.  Munger,  5  Den.  259;  49  Am.  Dec.  239. 

69  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Pro.,  §  733. 

70  Oal.  Code  Clv.  Pro.,  §  734. 

71  Ohipman  v.  Hlbberd,  6  Cal.  162. 

72  Id. 

73  Brown  v.  Bristol,  1  OaW.  176.  As  to  pleading  statutea,  see 
vol.  1,  §  329. 

74  Chipman  v.  Emeric,  3  Cal.  283;  S.  C,  5  id.  239. 
76  Barnes  v.  Jones,  51  Cal.  303. 

76  Id.;  Austin  V.  Mining  Co.,  72  Mo.  535;  37  Am.  Rep,  446;  Alt 
V.  GroBclofle,  61  Mo.  App.  409;  Van  Hoffman  v.  Kendall,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  713. 

"Code  Olv.  Pro..  §  1684;   Haight  v.   Green.   19  Cal.  113.    For 
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I  2078.  Injunction.  A  complaint  which  sets  out  a  cause  of 
action  in  trespass^  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  for  an  injunc- 
tion, is  correctJ®  An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved^  restrain- 
ing defendants  from  felling  trees,  where  the  question  of  bound- 
ary is  in  dispute;  especially  where  the  defendant's  bond  will 
fully  protect  the  defendant  for  any  delay,  if  it  should  turn  out 
that  they  have  the  right.''* 

§  2079.  Public  lands.  Prior  possession  of  public  lands  will 
entitle  the  possessor  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  trespasser.^ 
The  right  to  the  use  of  growing  timber  on  mineral  lands,  as 
between  miners  and  agriculturists,  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
rule  of  priority  of  appropriation." 

§  2080.  Pnblic  lands,  occupants  of.  As  between  occupants 
of  public  lands,  neither  party  can  claim  the  right  to  the  grow- 
ing timber  thereon.  The  act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1831, 
prohibits  the  cutting  or  destruction  of  timber  on  the  public 
lands.®^  The  statute  making  possessory  rights  of  settlers  on 
public  lands  for  agricultural  purposes  yield  to  the  rights  of 
miners  has  legalized  what  would  otherwise  be  a  trespass,  and 
the  act  can  not  be  extended  by  implication  to  cases  not  espe- 
cially provided  f or.*®  One  who  claims  public  lands  in  California 
for  raising  fruit  trees  or  crops,  can  not  enjoin  miners  from  dig- 
ging up  the  same  for  mining  purposes,  unless  he  can  show  pri- 
ority of  right  before  the  land  was  located  for  mining  purposes.^ 

§  2081.  Who  may  maintain  the  action.  The  plaintiff  out 
of  possession  can  not  sue  for  the  property  severed  from  the  free- 
hold when  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  premises  from 
which  the  property  was  severed,  if  he  holds  them  adversely,  in 
good  faith,  under  claim  and  color  of  title.*^ 

avertnents  of  complaint  by  executors,  where  third  persons  wrong- 
fully cut  timber,  and  defendants  afterwards  entered  and  removed 
it,  see  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  574. 

78  Gates  V.  Kleff,  7  Cal.  125.  Jurisdiction  to  enjoin  trespass. 
See  Mandenhall  v.  Water  Co.,  27  Oreg.  38;  Garrett  v.  Bishop, 
Id.  349;  McBrown  v.  Thompson,  25  Id.  559;  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  806. 

79  Buckelew  v.  Estell,  5  Cal.  108;  see  "  Injunction."  post. 

80  Grover  v.  Hawley,  5  Cal.  485. 

81  Rogers  V.  Soggs,  22  Cal.  444. 

82  Id. 

88  Weimer  v.  Lowery,  11  Cal.  104. 

84  Ensmlnger  v.  Mclntlre,  23  Cal.  593. 

» Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  574;  see  Nevada  Co.  &  Sac.  Canal 
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§  2082.  Trespass  quare  clansum  fregit.  In  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he 
was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  trespass^  and  the  defendant  may  prove  under  a  general 
denial  that  a  tenant  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual  possession** 

S  2083.  The  same  —  for  treading  down  grain. 

Farm  No.  $27. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

y  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  lot 

[or  farm],  known  as ,  and  trod  down  the  grain 

then  growing  thereon,  and  cut  down  certain  trees  [or  as  the 
case  may  be],  contrary  to  the  statute,  etc.,  to  the  damage  of 

the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2084.  Gist  of  the  action.  The  allegations  that  the  defendant 
unlawfully  and  willfully  permitted  said  sheep  to  be  herded, 
and  did  herd  the  same  upon  the  lands  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
then  and  still  is  the  owner,  and,  in  a  subsequent  paragraph, 
that  defendant  herded  and  permitted  said  sheep  to  be  herded 
in  and  upon  the  above-described  barley  field,  constitute  the 
gist  of  the  action.®^ 

%  2085.  Herding  sheep.  The  rule  of  the  conwnon  law  of  Eng- 
land, that  every  man  was  bound  to  keep  his  beasts  within  his 
own  close  under  the  penalty  of  answering  in  damages  for  all 
injuries  resulting  from  their  ranging  at  large,  never  was  the  law 
of  California,  the  statutes  of  1850,  pages  131-219,  being  directly 

Go.  V.  Kidd,  37  id.  282;  see  Maine  Boys  Tunnel  Co.  v.  Boston 
Tunnel  Co.,  37  id.  40;  Baffetto  v.  Flori,  50  Id.  363. 

86  uttendorffer  v.  Saegers,  50  Cal.  496;  see  §  ,  ante-  Where 
the  alleged  trespass  is  one  constituting  a  permanent  and  necessary 
injury  to  the  market  value  of  the  plaintilTs  fee  in  the  land 
trespassed  on,  the  failure  of  the  declaration  to  allege  that  the 
plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  trespass 
does  not  render  the  declaration  demurrable.  Jaclisonville.  etc., 
R,  R.  C5o.  V.  Griffin,  33  Fla.  602. 

87  Logan  V,  Gedney,  38  Cal.  579;  see  Waters  v.  Noes,  12  Id.  535; 
73  Am.  Dec.  661;  Comerford  v.  Bupuy,  17  Cal.  308;  Richmond  v. 
Sac.  Val.  R.  R.  Co.,  18  id.  355;  and  see  HittelFs  Codes  and  Statutes 
of  California,  par.  15,  826  et  seq- 
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in  conflict  with  and  repugnant  to  that  rale;  so  of  the  other  sub- 
fleqnent  acts  on  the  same  subject.^ 

§  2086.  Lawful  fences,  A  party  can  not  recover  for  injuriea 
done  by  cattle  breaking  into  plaintiff's  close  unless  the  land 
entered  be  inclosed  by  a  fence  of  the  character  described  by 
statute^  or  at  least  by  an  inclosure  equivalent  in  its  capacity  to 
exclude  cattle  to  the  statutory  f ence.^ 

2087.   ^Eor  damage  by  trespassing  cattle^  under  Oalifomia 
statute  of  Xarch  7,  1878. 

Form  No,  528. 

[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  during  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned^  he  was 
and  now  is  the  owner,  and  lawfully  in  possession  of  all  that 

certain  real  estate  situated  in township,  county 

of ,  state  of  California,  and  described  as  follows: 

II.  That  during  all  of  the  time  between  the day  of 

,  18. .,  and  the day  of , 

18. .,  the  defendant  was  the  owner  in  possession  of,  and  charge- 
able with  the  care  of,  certain  animals,  to-wit,  sheep. 

III.  That  at  divers  times  between  said  last-mentioned  dates 
said  animals  ran  and  trespassed  upon  said  lands,  ate  up,  in- 
jured, and  destroyed  the  grain,  hay,  and  verdure  being  and 
growing  thereon. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  of  said  animals  so  running,  tres- 
passing, eating  up,  injuring,  and  destroying  the  said  grain, 
hay,  and  verdure  which  was  then  upon  said  land,  plaintiff  has 
been  damaged  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]*^ 

sssee  Waters  v.  Moss,  12  Cal.  535;  73  Am.  Dec.  561;  Ck>merford 
V.  Dupuy,  17  id.  308;  Richmond  v.  Sac.  Val.  R.  R.  Ckx,  18  id.  355; 
Logan  V.  Gedney,  38  id.  579. 

89Comerford  v.  Dupuy,  17  Cal.  308.  A  complaint  in  an  action 
to  recover  for  injuries  by  trespassing  animals  to  lands,  which 
are  not  alleged  to  have  been  inclosed,  does  not  state  a  cause  of 
action,  if  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  trespass  was  instigated  by  the 
defendant,  or  that  he  had  notice  thereof.  Merritt  v.  Hill,  104 
Cal.  184.  Compare  Hahn  v.  Garratt,  69  id.  147,  a  decision 
governed  by  a  local  law  applicable  to  a  particular  county  alone. 

90  The  sufficiency  of  the  above  form  was  sustained  in  Faber  v. 
Cathrin,  1  West.  Coast  Rep.  871.  Action  for  damages  by  tres- 
passing animals,  under  statute  of  South  Dakota  (Comp.  Laws» 
I  5569).    See  Tanderup  v.  Hansen,  5  So.  Dak.  164. 


§§  2088-2091  FORMS  OF  complaints.  102^ 

I  8088.  For  x^moval  of  fence. 

Form  No,  529. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintifF  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18. ,,  at 

y  the  defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  upon 

the  plaintiff's  land^  and  took  down  a  fence  standing  upon  said 
land  and  removed  the  same^  and  also  then  and  there  erected 
another  fence  on  said  land,  and  also  then  and  there  disturbed  the 
plaintiff  in  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  land^  and  prevented 
him  from  enjoying  the  same  as  he  otherwise  would  have  done, 

to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars- 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

I  8089.  Tor  treepaM  on  chattels. 

Form  No.  S30. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   . . .' day  of   y  18. .,  at 

y  the  defendant  unlawfully  took  from  the  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff,  and  carried  away  [describe  the  goods],  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  still  unlawfully  detains  the  same 
from  the  plaintiff  [or  where  the  possession  to  the  property  was 
regained,  and  unlawfully  detained  the  same  from  the  plaintiff 

for  the  space  of days]  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

'  I  2090.  Averment  of  special  damage. 

Form  No.  531. 
That  by  reason  of  such  unlawful  taking  and  detention  of  stdd 
property,  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay,  and  did,  on  the 

day  of  ,  18. .,  at  ,  pay 

dollars  to  procure  the  return  of  the  same,  and 

also  dollars  for    storage,    and  sustained  other 

injury. 

I  8091.  The  lessor  of  personal  property,  such  as  sheep,  can 
not  maintain  trespass  or  trover  for  an  injury  done  to  the  prop- 
erty by  a  stranger  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  and  while  the 
lessee  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  property.*** 

oiTMscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612.  Bare  possession  alone  of  a 
cluittel  is  sufficient  title  or  right  to  maintain  the  action  against  & 
wrongdoer.  Sicilies  v.  Gould,  51  How.  Pr.  22;  Wheeler  v.  Lawaon. 
108  N.  Y.  40;  Lalng  v.  Nelson,  41  Minn.  621. 


1023  TRESPASS.  §§2092-2094 

I  8008.  l^r  malicionB  injury  to  property. 

Form  No.  332. 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains^  and  alleges: 

I.  That  en  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant  willfully  and  maliciously  intend- 
ing to  injure  the  plaintiff,  cut,  broke,  and  mutilated  certain 
[designate  what],  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value 

of dollars,  and  greatly  injured  them,  so  that  the 

plaintiff  was  compelled  to  expend doll&rs  in  re- 
pairing the  same,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

1  9003.  Tor  entering  and  injuring  a  house  and  goode  theretn. 

Form  No.  533. 

*       [Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the   day  of   ,  18..,  at 

,  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  entered  into  the  plaintiff's 

house.  No street,  in  the  city  of , 

in  this  state,  and  unlawfully  broke  and  injured  the  doors  and 
walls  thereof  [or  other  injury  to  house],  and  took  and  carried 
away  [enumerate  articles],  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  plaintiff^s 
damage dollars.* 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]  •* 

I  2004.  Action,  transitory  and  locaL  Where  the  writ  i.ien- 
tions  a  trespass  with  force  and  arms  upon  the  storehouse  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  seizure  and  destruction  of  goods,  it  covers 
a  transitory  as  well  as  a  local  action.^  Actions  of  trespass, 
except  those  for  injury  to  real  property,  are  transient  in  their 
character.** 

02  For  the  aUegationa  in  a  complaint  against  a  person  who  stops 
In  front  of  plaintiff's  house  and  uses  abusive  language  towards 
him,  see  Adams  v.  Rivers,  11  Barb.  390. 

98McKenna  v.  Fisk,  1  How.  (U.  S.)  241. 

MHowe  V.  Wilson,  1  Den.  181;  Gage  v.  Jeffries,  Hempst.  400. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  New  York  Ck>de  of  Civil  Procedure, 
neither  trespass  upon  real  property,  nor  trover,  is  a  local  action. 
PoUey  V.  Wilkisson,  6  Civ.  Pra  Bep.  185;  Abb.  Sel.  Cas.  378. 


i 


§§  2095-2097  forks  of  coAplaints. 

S  2006.  Joinder  of  parties.     It  is  unnecessary ^ta   join 
iendants  in  an  action  for  damages  for  trespass^  all  persoii 
unite  in>  committing  it;  all  or  any  may  be  sued.^ 

5  8006.  Officer  without  procese.     An  officer  without    pi 
who  puts  a  oerson  in  possession  as  receiver  commits*  &  tresp 

I  2007.  TrsepaM  to  the  penon.    Where  a  person  witli  a  d 
of  others  entered  the  premises  of  plaintiff^  knowing  that 
mission  had  only  been  obtained  by  an  action  of  violence 
another  person  in  the  crowds  it  was  held  that  he  was  liable 
a  trespasser.^    But  no  action  lies  for  a  trespass  to  the  peii 
which  is  neither  intentional  nor  the  result  of  negligence.^ 

96  Mandlebaum  v.  Ruseell,  4  Nev.  6G1.  The  complaint  in  ^ 
action  to  recover  for  a  joint  trespass  against  individuals  wl 
are  husband  and  wife,  which  does  not  allege  their  marital  relatfoi 
is  not  demurrable  for  a  failure  to  state  why  she  is  loined  as  i 
defendant  with  him.    Waters  v.  Dumas,  75  Oal.  568^ 

06  Bowe  V.  Bradley,  12  OelI.  226. 

vi  Ohandler  v.  Bgan,  28  How.  Pr.  08. 

ss  Stanley  v.  PoweU  (1891),  1  Q.  B  Div.  8& 
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